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Abstract 
This study developed an activity-based value-chain model for hotel room experience 
and identified activity-based value-adding room attributes for college student vacation 
travelers using an online survey (N = 2545). Data analysis included descriptive statistics, 
Chi-square test of independence, ordinal measures of association, and multinomial logistic 
regression. Results revealed that the common hotel room activities were overnight sleeping, 
dressing and taking care of personal hygiene, having a meal and/or snack, taking a nap, 
relaxing and entertaining, exercising, and, finally, working, studying, and browsing the 
Internet. Based on student responses, all hotel room attributes were assigned to one of four 
categories along a value continuum: high-value, medium-value, low-value, and no-value. 
This study contributes to hospitality research by providing an analysis framework for 
assessing customer value. This research will help hoteliers focus on room attributes that most 
likely satisfy their customers' needs and provide high-value experiences, which could result 
in increased customer satisfaction, loyalty, and profits. 
1 
Chapter 1. Introduction 
To remain competitive in today's market, hotel managers must be able to foresee and 
satisfy evolving customer needs. Today's customers are increasingly sophisticated in their 
use of technology to research, select, and purchase lodging (International Society of 
Hospitality Consultants, 2005). Change in customers' expectations due to their increased 
knowledge is among the top ten issues facing hospitality companies. 
Understanding customers and knowing exactly what experiences add value for them 
at each point of interaction in a hotel is an inseparable part of successful business 
management. A hotel experience is evaluated by customers based on the value received from 
all their interactions in a hotel. As such, the value of the overall hotel experience can be 
enhanced by increasing the value customers receive during all these interactions. Providing 
value-adding room attributes, for example, could increase customer satisfaction with the 
overall hotel experience, increase loyalty, decrease costs, and, ultimately, improve a 
company's performance and competitiveness. 
Rooms are considered the main product and revenue source for any hotel (Ismail, 
2002). At the same time, room cost largely comprises the total cost of a hotel stay for a 
customer. Many customers spend a significant portion of their hotel stay in their rooms, 
which makes it important that guests enjoy their hotel room experience. Other guests may not 
spend much time in their room, but because it is one of the most significant costs in the total 
travel expense, they might have high expectations for this experience. In either situation, a 
hotel room is an important component of a customer's travel experience (Ismail, 2002). 
Various management theories, models, and strategies have been applied to enhance 
hoteliers' understanding of their customers. The present study is novel in that it attempts to 
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achieve this goal by using an activity-based value-chain framework and conducting a value-
chain analysis for the hotel room experience. Hence, the purpose of this study was twofold: 
(1) develop an activity-based value-chain model for the hotel room experience, and (2) assess 
attributes that add value for U.S. college student vacation travelers across the hotel room 
experience activity-based value chain. 
Research Questions 
This research study was designed to address the following research questions: 
1. What are the components of the activity-based value chain for U.S. college student 
vacation travelers' hotel room experience? 
2. What room attributes add value for U.S. college student vacation travelers across the 
hotel room activity-based experiences? 
Research Model and Methods 
The proposed activity-based value-chain model for the hotel room experience is 
presented in Figure 1. It should be noted that like all models, this value-chain model is a 
generalization. Activities in the value chain may occur in a different sequence, recur, or be 
excluded in practice depending on a variety of environmental and personal factors. 
Descriptive statistics were used to identify the amount of time spent on hotel room 
activities and percentage of students engaging in these activities. To explore room attributes 
that were value-adding in the context of these activities, multinomial logistic regression, 
descriptive statistics, non-parametric Chi-square test of independence, and ordinal symmetric 
and directional measures of association were applied. 
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Figure 1 
Activity-based value chain for hotel room experience 
Start: 
Finish: 
Overnight Sleeping 
Working/Studying in 
Room/ Browsing Internet 
Relaxing and Entertaining 
in Room 
Taking a Nap during the 
Day 
Dressing and Taking Care of 
Personal Hygiene 
+ 
r \ 
Having a 
Meal/Snack 
X J 
z 
Exercising 
v J 
Significance of the Study 
This study contributes to the body of literature related to customer value and develops 
a model to conduct a comprehensive analysis of consumer experiences. Within the value-
chain framework, this research evaluates which hotel room attributes increase the value of 
hotel guests' room experiences and provides researchers and practitioners with new 
information on the attractiveness of specific activity-based room attributes to U.S. college 
student vacation travelers. Results of this study can help hoteliers increase customer 
satisfaction by focusing on room attributes that will most likely satisfy their customers' needs 
and provide high-value experiences. By correctly identifying such value-adding attributes, 
hoteliers can allocate resources more efficiently by eliminating room attributes that are of 
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little value for their customers, and by introducing, emphasizing, and developing ones that do 
add value. 
Definition of Terms 
Definitions of the following terms provide information on concepts used in this 
research: 
1. Activity-based model: A model that accounts for daily activity-specific experiences of 
individuals (Kidd, King, & Whitelaw, 2004; Sabina & Rossi, 2006). 
2. Customer value: Customers' preferred combination of the benefits of received product or 
service compared to the product or service acquisition costs (Oliver, 1997). In some 
references, customer value also may be referred to as value and value for the customer. 
3. Order-qualifiers: Room attributes that a hotel needs to offer in order for customers to 
even consider staying there (Hill, 1994). 
4. Order-winners: Order-winners are attributes that are most important to customers (Hill, 
1994). 
5. Satisfaction: Customers' perception of the value acquired in a relationship or transaction 
(Hallowell, 1996). 
6. Value-adding: Activities or steps that add to or change a product or service as it goes 
through a process; these are activities or steps that customers view as important and 
necessary (Strategic Sourcing Terminology, 2005). 
7. Value chain: A model that helps analyze specific activities through which firms can 
create value and competitive advantage (Eades et al., 2002; Porter, 1985). For the hotel 
industry the value chain combines all hotel attributes from the time a customer decides to 
search for a hotel to their checkout and departure. Activity-based value-chain analysis for 
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hotel guest room experience combines all hotel room attributes that a customer comes in 
contact with during the activities performed in a hotel room. 
Thesis Organization 
This thesis provides a systematic analysis of U.S. college student vacation travelers' 
activity-based value chain in the context of hotel room experiences. The literature review that 
guides this research study is presented in chapter two. The details on procedures, statistical 
methods, and techniques to collect and analyze data are described in chapter three. Chapter 
four contains the manuscript that will be submitted to the International Journal of Hospitality 
Management in the spring of 2007. The final chapter of this thesis presents conclusions of 
this study and recommendations for future research followed by references and appendices. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 
This review of literature discusses research relevant to this study. The introductory 
part of the literature review focuses on customer-related issues, customer value, and value 
chain. Hotel room activities and hotel room attributes are discussed next. Lastly, the 
importance of college student travelers is described. 
Customer-Related Issues 
Recent research on hospitality, tourism, and service points to a number of customer-
related issues. Customer-related issues, such as changes in hotel customers and their 
expectations, are among the top ten issues in the hospitality industry as indicated by the 
International Society of Hospitality Consultants report (2005). This report highlights that 
hotel customers are becoming more sophisticated in their use of technology to research, 
select, and purchase lodging, which leads to increasing customer service expectations. 
It is vital for all companies in general, and hotels in particular, to identify customer-
related issues, and to acknowledge, resolve, and prevent them. Hospitality issues related to 
customers have been of major importance for more than a decade, pushing researchers to 
study customer satisfaction (Barsky & Nash, 2003; Cadotte & Robinson, 1978; Dube, Le 
Bel, & Sears, 2003; Gundersen, Heide, & Olsson, 1996; Yuksel & Rimmington, 1998), 
customer service (Barsky & Dittmann, 1990; Enz & Siguaw, 2000; Lewis & Nightingale, 
1991; Shimko, 1994), customer loyalty (Bolton, Kannan, & Bramlett, 2000; Dube & 
Renaghan, 1999; Goodwin & Ball, 1999; Mattila, 2001; Skogland & Siguaw, 2004), 
customer complaints (Moser et al., 1987; Susskind, 2002; Yavas et al., 2004), customer 
expectations (Coye, 2004; Luk & Layton, 2002), customer segmentation (Chung et al., 
2004), customer relationship management (Piccoli et al., 2003), and customer value 
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(Anderson & Narus, 1995; Butz & Goodstein, 1996; Dube & Renaghan, 2000; Gale, 1994; 
Holbrook, 1999; Mattila, 1999; Mayoux, 2003). 
Understanding Value 
Providing value-adding services for customers is a major goal of hotel managers. 
Value has been found to be directly related with customer satisfaction and customer loyalty, 
and influence a company's performance (Dube, Le Bel, & Sears, 2003; Jones & Sasser, 
1995; Parasuraman & Grewal, 2000; Reichheld, 1996; Woodruff, 1997). Therefore, 
understanding customer value is a driving force in the hotel industry. 
The term value goes back to the times of Aristotle (Smart, 1981). Even though the 
concept itself is quite old, researchers are still interested in it and believe there is need for 
further research (Day, 2002). Historically, researchers were interested primarily in customer 
satisfaction (1980s), then the focus shifted to service quality, and presently customer-related 
issues are discussed largely in terms of customer value (Woodall, 2003). 
The concept customer value may be used to refer to: (1) what a customer perceives or 
receives, recognized as value for the customer and (2) what a customer can deliver, or 
customer lifetime value (Woodall, 2003). This study utilized the concepts customer value to 
refer to value for the customer. 
The concept customer value has a number of synonyms, all of which are used widely 
in the literature. The notions that are used most often are consumer value (Holbrook, 1999), 
customer perceived value (Petrick, 2001; Ravald & Grônroos, 1996), subjective expected 
value (Bolton, 1998), value (Berry & Yadav, 1996; De Ruyter et al., 1997; OStrom & 
lacobucci, 1995), value for customers (Treacy & Wiersema, 1995), and buyer value (Slater & 
Narver, 1994). 
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Customer Value 
There are a number of definitions of customer value. One definition describes it as a 
product or service as the result of a product's ability to meet customers' priorities (Slywotzky 
& Morrison, 1997). Value also can be defined as something that is important for customers in 
meeting their needs (Jack, 2001). 
Woodall (2003) grouped all available definitions of customer value into five 
categories, since no single description was sufficiently inclusive to represent the meaning of 
all others. He pointed out five primary forms of customer value, which he named net value 
for the customer, derived value for the customer, marketing value for the customer, sale 
value for the customer, and rational value for the customer. In net value for the customer, the 
customer compares weights of benefits and sacrifices (Grônroos, 1997; Heskett, Sasser, & 
Schlesinger, 1997; LaPierre & Deneault, 1997). Derived value for the customer refers to 
value as benefits derived from a consumption-related experience (De Ruyter & Bloemer, 
1999; Sheth, Newman, & Gross, 1991). Marketing value for the customer is concerned with 
product attributes alone (LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1999; Piercy, 1997; Walters, 1999). In the 
essence of sale value for the customer is low price or reduction of sacrifice (Dodds, 1999; 
Oliver, 1996; Zeithaml, 1988). Rational value for the customer denotes value as a fair price 
in relation to established benchmarks (Anderson, 1995; Liljander & Strandvik, 1992; 
Reichheld, 1996). 
In 2003, Woodall introduced a sixth form of customer value - aggregated value for 
the customer, which is defined as: 
Any demand-side, personal perception of advantage arising out of a customer's 
association with an organization's offering, and can occur as reduction in sacrifice; 
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presence of benefit (perceived as either attributes or outcomes); the resultant of any 
weighted combination of sacrifice and benefit (determined and expressed either 
rationally or intuitively); or an aggregation, over time, of any or all of these, (p. 3) 
A review of literature shows that the most common way to define customer value is 
as the preferred combination of the benefit of received product or service compared to the 
product or service acquisition costs (Oliver, 1997), which is the operational definition of 
value in this study. 
Contingency of Customer Value 
Systematic research of customer value is complicated by the fact that perception of 
value varies among customers, because they tend to only value features that they personally 
need (Day, 2002). Consequently, for different customer segments different qualities may be 
of value, and they may value the same qualities to different degrees (Heskett, Sasser, & 
Schlesinger, 1997; Holbrook, 1999; LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1999; Parasuraman, 1997). 
Furthermore, value has been shown to vary across choice situations of the individual (Day, 
2002). 
Since perception of value depends to a large degree on the experiences of customers, 
their personal characteristics, and specific contexts in which hotel-customer interactions 
occur, one might conclude that there is no objective value; it is always contingent on other 
factors (Smith, 1987). This study addressed these issues by focusing on a relatively narrow 
market segment, U.S. college student vacation travelers. 
Customer Value and Satisfaction 
Customer satisfaction reflects the contingent nature of customer value induced by 
individual perceptions and specific contexts. Previous research demonstrates that there is a 
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relationship between satisfaction and customer value (Bolton & Drew, 1991; De Ruyter et 
al., 1997; Fornell et al., 1996; Heskett et al., 1994; Heskett, Sasser, & Schlesinger, 1997; 
Rust & Oliver, 1994). Customer satisfaction can be regarded as the reflection of customer 
value (e.g. Patterson & Spreng, 1997). Satisfaction, which can be defined as customers' 
perception of the value acquired in a relationship or transaction, is achieved when a company 
delivers customer value (Hallowell, 1996; Slater, 1997; Walters & Lancaster, 1999). Band 
(1991) indicated that customer satisfaction research is the broader application of marketing 
research techniques to the value creation process. Besides, measuring value has been shown 
to be strictly a customer satisfaction issue (Adams, 2006). 
Therefore, one way to approach value measurement is by determining customer 
satisfaction (i.e. benefits) and correlating it with the price paid for the service (i.e. acquisition 
costs). In this study, for example, a high satisfaction level caused by availability of and 
interaction with certain room attributes in the context of a certain room activity may imply 
that the benefits brought about by these room attributes outweigh hotel room acquisition 
costs (see this study's operational definition of value, Oliver, 1997). Thus, this study focuses 
on exploring customer value in the context of hotel room activities by developing a value-
chain model that accounts for both customer satisfaction and the price paid for the hotel 
room. 
Value Chain 
Value chain is a conceptual framework that provides researchers with an effective 
model to identify and analyze specific activities through which firms create value and 
competitive advantage. According to Porter (1985), developer of this framework, value chain 
is comprised of intra-link activities, and the main elements of value chain are support 
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activities, primary activities, and margin. Companies can accomplish lower costs or product 
differentiation by studying the separate activities used in providing a product or service. 
A similar definition conceptualizes value chain as a tool that enables organizations to 
increase competitive advantage by lowering costs or differentiating products through analysis 
of the distinct activities necessary for providing this product (Bades et al., 2002). This 
perspective views value chain primarily as a tool to disassemble a business into strategically-
relevant activities and defines value chain as a process that facilitates identification of the 
source of competitive advantage by completing these activities better or with lower costs 
than competitors (Brown, 1997). In this case, value chain is considered part of a larger group 
of activities that are performed by channel-suppliers, distributors, and customers. 
Other researchers define value chain as a business system that creates end-user 
satisfaction, while accomplishing the objectives of each stakeholder with concern for value 
maximization and cost optimization (Walters & Lancaster, 2000). The following is a recent 
definition of a value chain: 
Value chain comprises the full range of activities that are required to bring a product 
or a service from conception, through the different phases of production (involving a 
combination of physical transformation and the input of various producer services), 
delivery to final consumers, and final disposal after use. (Kaplinsky & Morris, 2000, 
p. 4) 
Customer-Centric Approach in Value Chains 
It should be noted that all definitions discussed above situate the concept of value 
chain primarily within the context of an organization. At the same time, value chains can be 
constructed from customers' perspective as well. Customer-centric value-chain analysis 
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assumes that a basic purpose of business is to create or provide value for users of its products 
or services, and that customer value and satisfaction are key customer drivers (Brathwaite, 
1992). 
Slywotzky and Morrison (1997) used a customer-oriented approach to introduce a 
value chain with customer being the first link to all that follows. According to them, value is 
the result of a product's ability to meet customers' priorities. Customers are willing to pay 
extra to receive things that are important to them; customers will even change suppliers when 
they cannot get these priority needs (Slywotzky & Morrison, 1997). 
The only example of a customer-centric value-chain model from the hospitality and 
tourism literature is Brathwaite's (1992) research that presented a value chain for travel to 
another country and offered a framework within which researchers and practitioners can 
evaluate each offering of service-oriented technology (Figure 2). Value chain for the tourism 
industry comprises every step and service required from the time a customer makes a 
decision to travel to the time they return home. Brathwaite (1992) related the tourism 
industry's service-delivery system to a value chain that stretches across the industry's various 
sub-sectors. Each value-chain link corresponds to an experience point that has a potential to 
deliver certain value for customers. 
This study adopted Brathwaite's approach for investigating value-adding attributes 
for the customer in context of their hotel room experience. In this research, activity-based 
value-chain analysis combines all hotel room attributes that a customer comes in contact with 
during various activities performed in a hotel room. 
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Figure 2 
A typical value chain for travel to another country 
f Choose 
Start: ( vacation 
V spot 
C h o o s e X M a k e  
airline & Yreservations Y airport 
hotel A A 
Taxi to 
Check in 
Board 
aircraft 
Finish: 
Experience 
. in-flight , 
Taxi to 
home 
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.immigratio: 
Check 
customs Retrieve 
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Check 
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Check 
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tion . Taxi to hotel 
Experience 
y. in-flight 
Check in 
hotel 
Board 
aircraft 
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Check Y and sport 
out hotel A 
Check in Taxi to 
airport 
Dine in 
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Source: Brathwaite (1992). 
This study is centered on one of the links of this value chain, occupy room. Rooms 
are considered the main product and revenue source of any hotel (Ismail, 2002). At the same 
time, room cost largely makes up the total cost of a hotel stay for a customer. Many 
customers spend a significant portion of their hotel stay in their rooms, which makes it 
important that guests enjoy their hotel room experience. Other guests may not spend much 
time in the room but because it is one of the most significant costs of travel, guests might 
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have high expectations of this experience. In either situation, a hotel room is an important 
component of a customer's travel experience (Ismail, 2002). 
Hotel Room Activities 
The few examples of research on the functions and roles of room activities are two 
industry studies of a broad group of customers. One of these studies surveyed 1,000 males 
and females to determine activities most frequently performed in the bedroom. No additional 
information about the sample was provided. Researchers reported that in addition to sleeping, 
such activities as dressing, reading, watching television, exercising, eating meals, working, 
and entertaining are commonly performed in bedrooms (Zwerdling, 1997). 
To address the question of which hotel room activities were most popular among 
customers of the hospitality industry, another study surveyed 3,435 air travelers and reported 
results in hotel practitioners' magazine Travel Weekly (Ludwigsen, 2001). Results of this 
research demonstrated that the most common hotel room activities were watching free TV 
(81%), doing work-related activities (78%), and making long-distance calls (73%). Reading a 
book (60%), accessing the Internet (49%), and ordering room service (44%) also were 
popular. In addition, guests rented movies (19%) and interactive games (0.4%), and, finally, 
read in-room magazines (26%) and the Bible (8%). 
As evidenced above, the literature review shows that there has been little systematic 
research into hotel room activities and how these activities impact customer value. 
Furthermore, no empirical research in this area has been conducted for U.S. college student 
vacation travelers, an attractive market segment for the hospitality industry. 
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Hotel Guest Room Attributes 
Hotel guest room attributes have been of great interest to a number of researchers. 
Most studies include hotel room attributes even if the study is centered on general hotel 
factors. For example, Callan (1997) studied UK customers' perceived importance of 166 
attributes when selecting a hotel and judging the quality of the service, as well as managers' 
opinion of customers' perceptions of the importance of hotel selection and quality assessment 
attributes. Dube and Renaghan (1999) explored how guests view the relative benefits offered 
by hotels. Lockyer (2005) looked at the perceived importance of price in consumers' hotel 
selection process. In his other research, Lockyer (2003) investigated how guests view 
specific areas of hotel cleanliness. Ananth et al. (1992) researched the needs of mature 
travelers. Lockyer (2000) studied factors that influence consumers' selection of business 
hotel accommodations. 
There has been no systematic investigation conducted to determine what hotel room 
attributes are value-adding across specific activities that customers would perform during 
their stay in a hotel room. Moreover, such an understanding is lacking for U.S. college 
student vacation travelers. The importance of understanding both of these aspects is the 
primary motivation for this research. 
Therefore, this study presented a framework so that research can be done 
systematically based on value chains. Specifically, this study adopted a classification of 
products or services based on their attractiveness to consumers, which is widely used in 
manufacturing strategy. By adopting this classification, all hotel offerings (including room 
attributes) that might greatly impact customers' purchase decisions can be described as 
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order-qualifiers, order-winners, or order-losers (Hill, 1994). Order-qualifiers are the criteria 
necessary in order for customers to even consider buying a product or service; order-winners 
are criteria that are most important to customers; and order-losers are the criteria that repel 
customers. Because the purpose of this research was to explore value-adding room attributes, 
this study has adopted the categories of order-winners and order-qualifiers to identify room 
attributes that are of value to students. Exploring order-losers was outside the scope of this 
research. 
College Students as an Important Market Segment 
To develop an activity-based value-chain model for hotel room experience and 
examine the value of specific hotel room attributes in the context of these activities, U.S. 
college student vacation travelers were chosen as the target population for this study. In spite 
of the fact that this market segment has not been well explored by hospitality researchers 
(Carr, 1998), there are several factors that make this social group attractive for the hotel 
industry. First, college students comprise a large percentage of the U.S. population and 
constitute a future mass market (Jong & Seekings, 1997). According to the U.S. Census 
Bureau (2001), the number of college students in the U.S. was more than 15 million in 2000, 
and by 2008 this number is projected to increase to over 16 million. Second, students tend to 
bring significant profits to the hospitality industry during semester breaks because they travel 
extensively at those times. For example, more than 70% of domestic students stated that they 
were likely to travel over breaks (Field, 1999). Roughly one million U.S. students engage in 
some form of spring break vacation (Josiam & Hob son, 1996). The Federation of 
International Youth Travel Organizations (FIYTO) estimated that every year youth and 
student travelers purchase over eight million air and surface travel tickets from its 
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representatives, creating an annual turnover of more than $8 billion (Kakyom & Giri, 2003). 
Consequently, if properly targeted and handled, the student market can be a profitable 
segment for the hospitality industry. 
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Chapter 3. Methodology 
To address gaps in the hospitality research identified in the literature review, the 
present study was designed to answer the following research questions: 
1. What are the components of the activity-based value chain for U.S. college student 
vacation travelers' hotel room experience? 
2. What room attributes are value-adding for U.S. college student vacation travelers 
across the hotel room activity-based experiences? 
Subjects 
The target population in this study was U.S. college student vacation travelers. The 
study was conducted with a diverse (undergraduate and graduate, married and single, 
international and domestic, male and female) student sample at a large land-grant 
Midwestern university. Questionnaire responses from 2,425 students were analyzed. 
Research Design 
The questionnaire used in this study consisted of items measured with nominal, 
ordinal, and ratio scales (Appendix A). The survey incorporated mostly close-ended 
questions; however, to ensure a degree of comprehensiveness, the questionnaire was 
supported by several open-ended items. Participation in the study was completely 
confidential. Names were only collected for the purpose of the prize drawing. It was optional 
for respondents to provide names. 
The researcher chose an online response format due to numerous advantages. Online 
surveys are flexible, easy, convenient, and fast to prepare and execute (Kaye & Johnson, 
1999; Mavis & Brocato, 1998; Sproull, 1986, Tasci & Knutson, 2003; Tse, 1998; Weible & 
Wallace, 1998). E-mail can be sent at anytime and anywhere, and this process takes very 
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little time (Goldsborough, 2000). Online surveys are self-paced, flexible, and easy to use, 
which makes them effortless for participants (Kaye & Johnson, 1999; Tasci & Knutson, 
2003; Tse, 1998; Weible & Wallace, 1998). Also, online surveys are cost-efficient to prepare 
and execute as compared to traditional methods of data collection (Tasci & Knutson, 2003). 
Another useful feature of online surveys is that they decrease the possibility of error due to 
experimenter, subject, and environmental effects (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001). In 
addition, the use of e-mail and Internet is increasing, which makes online questionnaires a 
good choice for data collection (Tasci & Knutson, 2003). Furthermore, research indicates 
that e-mail is the main reason for people going online and shows that the number of 
noncommercial e-mails sent in the U.S. every day is almost three times as large as the 
amount of first-class postal mailings (Goldsborough, 2000). 
Use of Human Subjects in Research 
The ISU Human Subject Training was completed by the researcher in the fall of 
2003. The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research 
approved the research protocol and survey prior to data collection. The approval letter is 
attached in Appendix B. 
Questionnaire 
The questionnaire consisted of five parts. The first part of the questionnaire asked 
respondents when they took their most recent vacation hotel stay and whether they were 
college students at the time of this vacation. 
The second part consisted of questions on how much time per day respondents spent 
on specific activities in a hotel room. The following in-room activities were studied: 
overnight sleeping, taking a nap during the day, dressing and taking care of personal hygiene 
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(showering, shaving, etc.), having a meal and/or snack in room, relaxing and/or entertaining 
in room (reading, listening to music, watching TV, playing video games, entertaining guests, 
etc), exercising in room, and finally, working, studying, and browsing the Internet in room 
(see Appendix A). 
The third part of the questionnaire contained questions on the importance of hotel 
room attributes to the U.S. college student vacation travelers in the context of specific in-
room activities. A 4-point importance scale was used, with anchors of Not at all important, 
Somewhat important, Important, and Very important. Labels were attached to categories, 
because vague categories without labels, such as using only numbers from one to four, could 
have resulted in inconsistent responses (Dillman, 2000). Subjects also were asked to list any 
other hotel room attributes that were important or very important to them during their most 
recent vacation hotel stay. 
The forth part of the survey included general questions about students' most recent 
vacation hotel stay. Specifically, students were asked about the length of their most recent 
vacation hotel stay, location and name of the hotel, travel companions, number of people 
they stayed with, price of the hotel room per day, amount of money spent on expenses other 
than the cost of their hotel room, who paid for their trip, and whether they were satisfied with 
their hotel room experience considering the price paid for the room. 
Demographic questions were included in the last part of the questionnaire, as 
recommended by Dillman (2000). Respondents were asked to provide information about 
their age, gender, year in college, citizenship (U.S. or. non-U.S ), ethnicity, marital status, 
and if they had children. 
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The questionnaire contained simple words and sentences were short (Dillman, 2000). 
Potentially objectionable questions, such as ethnicity, were placed towards the end of the 
questionnaire to reduce non-response. The last screen did not contain any questions, but 
gratitude was expressed to respondents for taking time to complete the survey. Subjects also 
were asked to provide any additional information on the topic or on the survey that they 
would like to share. 
Pre-testing 
Pre-testing of the questionnaire was conducted following the four steps recommended 
by Dillman (2000). These steps are review by knowledgeable colleagues, interview to 
evaluate questionnaire qualities, conduct pilot study, and complete final check. 
Review by Knowledgeable People 
In the fall of 2005, the questionnaire was reviewed by the Program of Study 
committee members. All recommendations were accounted for and appropriate changes 
made in order to improve the survey instrument. 
Interview to Evaluate Questionnaire Qualities 
In November and December of 2005, in-depth semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with ten randomly selected undergraduate and graduate students. These interviews 
were performed in order to verify and/or modify activity-based value chain for hotel room 
experience and finalize the set of hotel room attributes in the context of these activities. 
Interview participants had to have stayed at a hotel during a vacation in the past year. 
All interviews were conducted in one university classroom. The researcher recorded 
interviews as well as kept notes of the interviewees' answers, emotional state, difficulties in 
answering certain questions, and degree of openness. The researcher probed participants to 
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understand how questions were interpreted. Interviews were transcribed, coded, thoroughly 
analyzed by the researcher, and appropriate changes were made to the questionnaire. 
The interviews consisted of two parts. The purpose of the first part of the interviews 
was to check comprehensiveness of the list of activities that can be performed by students in 
hotel rooms during vacations and to determine the amount of time spent on these activities. 
The purpose of the second part of the interviews was to confirm or adjust the set of the hotel 
room attributes in each of the links of the hotel room experience value chain. At the end of 
each interview, participants were asked to complete a short survey containing questions 
about their most recent vacation hotel stay and provide answers to demographic questions. 
Pilot Test 
An online questionnaire was pilot tested in March 2006 among a selected sample of 
undergraduate students to increase the validity of the research instrument (McMillan & 
Schumacher, 2001). After identifying possible problems with survey instructions and items, 
all suggestions were taken into consideration and the survey design was modified 
accordingly. The pilot test also provided researchers with an estimate of the time necessary to 
complete the survey. 
Final Check 
As recommended by Dillman (2000), five people who had not worked on 
development of the questionnaire completed the final version of the survey after the pilot test 
was conducted and appropriate changes were made. This helped eliminate mistakes that may 
have been overlooked by researchers (Dillman, 2000). 
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Data Collection 
An e-mail containing a letter of informed consent and a link to the confidential online 
questionnaire was sent to 23,388 undergraduate and graduate students in April 2006. 
Students had two weeks to complete the survey. Questionnaires were completed by 2,545 
students at 11% response rate (above average for online surveys, as reported by Tasci & 
Knutson, 2003). The combination of the survey located on the Internet and use of e-mail to 
let the subjects know about the survey is recommended to control and limit access to the 
target population only (Couper, Crawford, & Lamias, 2001). 
Data Analysis 
SPSS version 13 was utilized to analyze responses. Demographic characteristics of 
participants and general information about their most recent vacation were analyzed using 
descriptive statistics. Specifically, frequency tables were utilized for this purpose. 
Multinomial logistic regression (MLR), non-parametric Chi square test of 
independence, and cross-tabulation with ordinal directional measure Somers'd and ordinal 
symmetric measures Kendall's tau-b, tau-c, and Gamma were applied in this study to answer 
the research questions (Table 1). None of these tests and methods requires a distribution 
assumption; that is why having a central value on the measurement scale was not necessary. 
To determine activities that comprise the value chain for U.S. college student 
vacation travelers (research question 1), an activity-based value chain was developed based 
on a literature review of hotel room activities and interviews with representatives of the 
target population. The proposed value chain was validated using results of frequency tables 
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generated to determine the percentage of student vacation travelers engaging in specific 
activities and amounts of time spent on these activities (Figure 1). 
Table 1 
Summary of statistical techniques used to answer research questions 
Research Question Methods Statistics Purpose 
What are the components Frequency tables Medians Estimate amount of time spent 
of the activity-based Modes on hotel room activities 
value chain for U.S. 
college student vacation Estimate percentage of guests 
travelers' hotel room engaging in specific activities 
experience? Multinomial Likelihood ratio Estimate model fit 
logistic regression tests for overall 
model 
Likelihood ratio Test if amount of time spent on 
tests for individual hotel room activities is 
parameters associated with satisfaction with 
the overall hotel room 
experience 
Logits Explore effects of different 
(exponentiated sublevels of time spent on hotel 
parameter room activities on satisfaction 
estimates), Wald 
test 
What room attributes add Non-parametric Chi-square Explore whether room attributes 
value for U.S. college test of and satisfaction are independent 
student vacation travelers independence 
across the hotel room Ordinal directional Somers'd Explore possible associations 
activity-based and symmetric Kendall's tau-b between room attributes and 
experiences? measures of Kendall's tau-c satisfaction 
association Gamma 
Frequency tables Medians Identify room attributes that are 
Modes important or very important to 
respondents 
Multinomial Likelihood ratio Estimate model fit 
logistic regression tests for overall 
model 
Likelihood ratio Identify room attributes that are 
tests for individual associated with satisfaction with 
parameters the overall hotel room 
experience 
Logits Explore effects of different 
(exponentiated sublevels of room attributes on 
parameter satisfaction 
estimates), Wald 
test 
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Figure 1 
Activity-based value chain for hotel room experience 
Start: 
Finish: 
Taking a Nap during the 
Day 
Overnight Sleeping 
Working/Studying in 
Room/ Browsing Internet 
Exercising 
Having a 
Meal/Snack 
Relaxing and Entertaining 
in Room 
Dressing and Taking Care of 
Personal Hygiene 
MLR was applied to test the association between the amount of time spent on hotel 
room activities and satisfaction with the overall hotel room experience (dependent measure). 
The significance value of likelihood ratio tests for the overall model was used to determine 
whether models adequately fit the data. Effects of categories within independent variables 
were determined by odds ratios, with the Wald statistic indicating associated significance 
level. 
Non-parametric Chi-square tests of independence were utilized to explore 
relationships between activity-based room attributes and satisfaction with the overall hotel 
room experience. Somers'd, Kendall's tau-b, tau-c, and Gamma were used to test the strength 
and direction of the association between importance of hotel room attributes and satisfaction 
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with the overall hotel room experience (Agresti & Finlay, 1999). A p-value of 0.1 or less was 
used as an acceptance criterion. 
To identify room attributes that are value-adding for U.S. college student vacation 
travelers across the hotel room activity-based experiences (research question 2), each value 
chain link (i.e. hotel room activities determined when addressing research question 1) was 
examined for value-adding factors (i.e. room attributes). Value-adding room attributes were 
identified based on two statistical techniques: (a) frequency tables (level of importance), and 
(b) multinomial logistic regression (association with overall satisfaction). 
First, this study used frequency tables to determine room attributes that are of 
importance to students. The importance rating method was employed to assess what room 
attributes are value-adding to customers (Anderson, Jain, & Chintagunta, 1993). Factors that 
students indicated as important or very important were regarded as value-adding (guests 
value the room attributes they perceive as important or very important.) Room attributes 
marked as somewhat important were not considered value-adding, because these attributes 
are not likely to make a difference in students' perceptions of hotel room experience. 
Frequency tables were applied to summarize these results. 
Second, this study employed MLR with forced-entry method to determine room 
attributes that were associated with students' satisfaction. Empirical research demonstrates 
that customer value is highly correlated with customer satisfaction (Cronin, Brady, & Huit, 
2000). Therefore, one way to approach value measurement is through determining customer 
satisfaction. In this study customer value was defined as a preferred combination of the 
benefit of received product or service (i.e. satisfaction with hotel room experience) compared 
to the product or service acquisition costs (i.e. room price). Thus, this study focused on 
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exploring customer value in the context of hotel room activities by developing a value-chain 
model based on MLR that accounts for both customer satisfaction and the price paid for the 
hotel room. In this step, satisfaction was the dependent variable (evidence of customer 
value). Price paid per hotel room and hotel room attributes within specific room activities 
were independent variables. 
Forced-entry MLR method allowed manual removal of independent variables that 
were not associated with satisfaction. Separate MLRs were run for all activities under 
analysis. To determine whether models adequately fit the data, the significance value of 
likelihood ratio tests for overall model was used (Norusis, 2004). Likelihood ratio tests for 
individual parameters were used to identify the most powerful independent variables 
(Garson, 2006). Several separate iterations of MLR were conducted for each activity. The 
first iteration included all independent variables (i.e. price and room attributes) within the 
activity. If the model contained insignificant variables based on the results of the likelihood 
ratio tests for individual parameters, these variables were deleted for subsequent iterations. A 
p-value of 0.1 or less was used as an acceptance criterion. Successive iterations continued 
until all variables in the model were significant based on the results of likelihood ratio tests 
for individual parameters and appropriate model fit. Effects of the categories within 
independent variables were determined by odds ratios, with the Wald statistic indicating 
associated significance level. Odds ratios were exponentiated coefficients of MLR parameter 
estimates (Norusis, 2004) that were applied to explore the main effects of students' perceived 
importance of room attributes on satisfaction. 
Finally, all activity-based room attributes were assigned to one of four categories 
along a value continuum: high-value attributes, moderate-value attributes, low-value 
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attributes, and no-value attributes. This study adopted Hill's classification of value-adding 
room attributes (1994). High-value attributes, or order winners, were defined as those that 
were important to students (based on frequency tables) and were associated with their 
satisfaction with the overall hotel room experience (based on MLR). Room attributes of 
moderate value, or order-qualifiers, were defined as those that were important to students but 
were not associated with satisfaction. Low-value room attributes, or "unconscious" order-
qualifiers, were defined as those that were of no importance to students but were associated 
with their satisfaction. This category is a modification from order-qualifiers. Finally, room 
attributes of no value were defined as those that were of no importance to students and that 
were not associated with their overall satisfaction. 
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Chapter 4. Manuscript: Activity-Based Value-Chain Analysis for U.S. 
College Student Vacation Travelers' Hotel Room Experience 
A paper to be submitted to the International Journal of Hospitality Management 
Yuliya Antonenko and Amit Sharma, Ph.D. 
Abstract 
This study identified components of the activity-based value-chain model and room 
attributes that are value-adding for U.S. college student vacation travelers' hotel room 
experience using an online survey (N = 2545). Results revealed that common hotel room 
activities included overnight sleeping, dressing and taking care of personal hygiene, relaxing 
and entertaining, having a meal and snack, taking a nap, exercising, and, finally, working, 
studying, and Internet browsing. Furthermore, this study grouped all activity-based room 
attributes into four categories based on their value to travelers. This study contributes to 
hospitality research by providing an analysis framework for assessing customer value. 
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Introduction 
To remain competitive in today's market, hotel managers must be able to foresee and 
satisfy evolving customer needs. Today's customers are increasingly sophisticated in their 
use of technology to research, select, and purchase lodging (International Society of 
Hospitality Consultants, 2005). Change in customers' expectations due to their increased 
knowledge is among the top ten issues facing hospitality companies. 
Understanding customers and knowing exactly what experiences add value for them 
at each point of interaction in a hotel is an inseparable part of successful business 
management. A hotel experience is evaluated by customers based on the value received from 
all their interactions in a hotel. As such, the value of the total hotel experience can be 
enhanced by increasing the value customers receive during all these interactions. Providing 
room attributes that are of value to customers, for example, could increase customer 
satisfaction of the overall hotel experience, increase loyalty, decrease costs, and, ultimately, 
improve a company's performance and competitiveness. 
Rooms are considered the main product and revenue source for any hotel (Ismail, 
2002). At the same time, room cost largely comprises the total cost of a hotel stay for a 
customer. Many customers spend a significant portion of their hotel stay in their rooms, 
which makes it important that guests enjoy their hotel room experience. Other guests may not 
spend that much time in the room, but because it is one of the most significant costs in the 
total travel expense, they expect more from this experience. In either situation, a hotel room 
is an important component of a customer's travel experience. 
Various management theories, models, and strategies have been applied to enhance 
hoteliers' understanding of their customers. The present study is novel in that it attempts to 
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achieve this goal by using an activity-based value-chain framework and conducting a value-
chain analysis for the hotel room experience. Hence, the purpose of this study was twofold: 
(1) develop an activity-based value-chain model for the hotel room experience, and (2) assess 
attributes that add value for U.S. college student vacation travelers across the hotel room 
experience activity-based value chain. 
Literature Review 
Customer Value 
Providing value-adding services for customers is a major goal of hotel managers. 
Value has been found to be directly related with customer satisfaction and customer loyalty, 
and influence a company's performance (Dube, Le Bel, & Sears, 2003; Jones & Sasser, 
1995; Parasuraman & Grewal, 2000; Reichheld, 1996; Woodruff, 1997). Therefore, 
understanding customer value is a driving force in the hotel industry. 
The term value goes back to the times of Aristotle (Smart, 1981). Even though the 
concept itself is quite old, researchers are still interested in it and believe there is need for 
further research (Day, 2002). Historically, researchers were interested primarily in customer 
satisfaction (1980s), then the focus shifted to service quality, and presently customer-related 
issues are discussed largely in terms of customer value (Woodall, 2003). 
There are a number of definitions of customer value. One definition describes it as a 
product or service as the result of a product's ability to meet customers' priorities (Slywotzky 
& Morrison, 1997). Value also can be defined as something that is important for customers in 
meeting their needs (Jack, 2001). Woodall (2003) introduced another definition of customer 
value - aggregated value for the customer : 
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Any demand-side, personal perception of advantage arising out of a customer's 
association with an organization's offering, and can occur as reduction in sacrifice; 
presence of benefit (perceived as either attributes or outcomes); the resultant of any 
weighted combination of sacrifice and benefit (determined and expressed either 
rationally or intuitively); or an aggregation, over time, of any or all of these, (p. 3) 
A survey of literature shows that the most common way to define customer value is 
as the preferred combination of the benefit of received product or service compared to the 
product or service acquisition costs (Oliver, 1997), which is the operational definition of 
value in this study. 
Systematic research on customer value is complicated by the fact that perception of 
value varies among customers, because they tend to only value features that they personally 
need (Day, 2002). Consequently, for different customer segments different qualities may be 
of value, and they may value the same qualities to different degrees (Heskett, Sasser, & 
Schlesinger, 1997; Holbrook, 1999; LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1999; Parasuraman, 1997). 
Furthermore, value has been shown to vary across choice situations of the individual (Day, 
2002). 
Since perception of value depends to a large degree on the experiences of customers, 
their personal characteristics, and specific contexts in which hotel-customer interactions 
occur, one might conclude that there is no objective value; it is always contingent on other 
factors (Smith, 1987). This study addressed these issues by focusing on a relatively narrow 
market segment, U.S. college student vacation travelers, and building a value-chain model 
for this market segment's hotel room experience. 
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Customer Value and Satisfaction 
Customer satisfaction reflects the contingent nature of customer value induced by 
individual perceptions and specific contexts. Previous research demonstrates that there is 
relationship between satisfaction and customer value (Bolton & Drew, 1991; Cronin, Brady, 
& Huit, 2000; De Ruyter et al., 1997; Fornell et al., 1996; Heskett et al., 1994; Heskett, 
Sasser, & Schlesinger, 1997; Rust & Oliver, 1994). Customer satisfaction can be regarded as 
the reflection of customer value (e.g. Patterson & Spreng, 1997). Satisfaction, which can be 
defined as customers' perception of the value acquired in a relationship or transaction, is 
achieved when a company delivers customer value (Hallowell, 1996; Slater, 1997; Walters & 
Lancaster, 1999). Band (1991) indicated that customer satisfaction research is the broader 
application of marketing research techniques to the value creation process. Besides, 
measuring value has been shown to be strictly a customer satisfaction issue (Adams, 2006). 
Therefore, one way to approach value measurement is by determining customer satisfaction 
(i.e. benefits) and correlating it with the price paid for the service (i.e. acquisition costs). In 
this study, for example, a high satisfaction level caused by availability of and interaction with 
certain room attributes in the context of a certain room activity may imply that the benefits 
brought about by these room attributes outweigh hotel room acquisition costs (see this 
study's operational definition of value, Oliver, 1997). Thus, this study focuses on exploring 
customer value in the context of hotel room activities by developing a value-chain model that 
accounts for both customer satisfaction and the price paid for the hotel room. 
Value-Chain Analysis 
Value chain is a conceptual framework that provides researchers with an effective 
model to identify and analyze specific activities through which firms create value and 
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competitive advantage. According to Porter (1985), developer of this framework, value chain 
is comprised of intra-link activities, and the main elements of value chain are support 
activities, primary activities, and margin. Companies can accomplish lower costs or product 
differentiation by studying the separate activities used in providing a product or service. 
A similar definition conceptualizes value chain as a tool that enables organizations to 
increase competitive advantage by lowering costs or differentiating products through analysis 
of the distinct activities necessary for providing this product (Bades et al., 2002). This 
perspective views value chain primarily as a tool to disassemble a business into strategically 
relevant activities, or a process that facilitates identification of the source of competitive 
advantage by completing these activities better or with lower costs than competitors (Brown, 
1997). In this case, value chain is considered part of a larger group of activities, which are 
performed by channel-suppliers, distributors, and customers. 
Other researchers define value chain as a business system that creates end-user 
satisfaction while accomplishing the objectives of each stakeholder, and that is concerned 
with value maximization and cost optimization (Walters & Lancaster, 2000). The following 
is a recent definition of a value chain: 
Value chain combines the full range of activities which are required to bring a 
product or a service from conception, through the different phases of production 
(involving a combination of physical transformation and the input of various producer 
services), delivery to final consumers, and final disposal after use. (Kaplinsky & 
Morris, 2000, p. 4) 
It should be noted that all the definitions discussed above situate the concept of value 
chain primarily within the context of an organization. At the same time, value chains can be 
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constructed from customers' perspective. For example, Brathwaite (1992) presented a 
customer-centric value chain for travel to another country, and offered a framework within 
which researchers and practitioners can evaluate each offering of service-oriented 
technology. According to the author, customer-centric value-chain analysis assumes that a 
major purpose of business is to create value for its customers, and that value and satisfaction 
are key customer drivers (Brathwaite, 1992). Based on the customer-centric view of value 
management, this study developed an activity-based value-chain model for the hotel room 
experience to examine the value of specific hotel room attributes that a customer comes in 
contact with while performing common hotel room activities. 
Hotel Room Activities 
The few examples of research on the functions and roles of room activities are two 
industry studies of a broad group of hospitality industry consumers. One of these studies 
surveyed 1,000 males and females to determine activities most frequently performed in the 
bedroom. No further information about the sample was provided. Researchers reported that 
in addition to sleeping, such activities as dressing, reading, watching television, exercising, 
eating meals, working, and entertaining are commonly done in bedrooms (Zwerdling, 1997). 
Another study surveyed 3,435 air travelers to determine which hotel room activities 
were most popular among consumers of the hospitality industry. The results were reported in 
hotel practitioners' magazine Travel Weekly (Ludwigsen, 2001). Results of this research 
demonstrated that the most common hotel room activities were watching free TV (81%), 
performing work-related activities (78%), and making long-distance calls (73%). Reading a 
book (60%), accessing the Internet (49%), and ordering room service (44%) also were 
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popular. In addition, guests rented movies (19%) and interactive games (0.4%), and, finally, 
read in-room magazines (26%) and the Bible (8%). 
As evidenced above, this literature review shows that there has been little systematic 
research into functions of hotel room activities and their role in determining customer 
satisfaction. Furthermore, no empirical research in this area has been conducted for U.S. 
college student vacation travelers, an attractive market segment for the hospitality industry. 
Hotel Guest Room Attributes 
Hotel guest room attributes have been of great interest to a number of researchers 
(e.g., Ananth et al., 1992, Callan, 1997; Dube & Renaghan, 1999; Lockyer, 2000). Most 
studies include hotel room attributes even if the study is centered on general hotel factors. 
However, there has been no systematic investigation conducted to determine what hotel room 
attributes are value-adding across specific activities that customers would perform during 
their stay in a hotel room. Moreover, such an understanding is lacking for U.S. college 
student vacation travelers. The importance of understanding both of these aspects is the 
primary motivation for this research. Therefore, this study presented a framework so that 
research can be done systematically based on value chains. 
Specifically, this study adopted a classification of products or services based on their 
attractiveness to consumers, which is widely used in manufacturing strategy. By adopting 
this classification, all hotel offerings (including room attributes) that might impact customers 
purchase decision can be described as order-qualifiers, order-winners, or order-losers (Hill, 
1994). Order-qualifiers are the criteria necessary in order for customers to even consider 
buying a product or service; order-winners are criteria that are most important to customers; 
and order-losers are the criteria that repel customers. Because the purpose of this research is 
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to explore value-adding room attributes, this study has adopted the categories of order-
winners and order-qualifiers to identify room attributes that are of value to students. 
Exploring order-losers was outside the scope of this research. 
College Student Vacation Travelers as an Attractive Market Segment 
U.S. college student vacation travelers were chosen as the target population for this 
study. In spite of the fact that this market segment has not been well explored by hospitality 
researchers (Carr, 1998), there are several factors that make this social group attractive for 
the hotel industry. First, college students comprise a large percentage of the U.S. population 
and, thus, constitute a future mass market (Jong & Seekings, 1997). According to the U.S. 
Census Bureau (2001), the number of college students in the U.S. was more than 15 million 
in 2000, and by 2008 this number is projected to increase to over 16 million. Secondly, 
students tend to bring significant profits to the hospitality industry during semester breaks 
because they travel extensively at those times. For example, more than 70% of domestic 
students stated that they were likely to travel over breaks (Field, 1999). Roughly one million 
U.S. students engage in some form of spring break vacation (Josiam & Hob son, 1996). The 
Federation of International Youth Travel Organizations (FIYTO) estimated that every year 
youth and student travelers purchase over eight million air and surface travel tickets from its 
representatives, creating an annual turnover of more than $8 billion (Kakyom & Giri, 2003). 
Consequently, if properly targeted and handled, the student market can be considered a 
profitable segment for the hospitality industry. 
To address gaps in the hospitality research identified in the literature review, the 
present study was designed to answer the following research questions: 
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1. What are the components of the activity-based value-chain for U.S. college student 
vacation travelers' hotel room experience? 
2. What room attributes add value for U.S. college student vacation travelers across the 
hotel room activity-based experiences? 
Methods 
Sample 
The target population in this study was U.S. college student vacation travelers. An 
online survey was conducted with a diverse student sample at a large land-grant university 
including undergraduate and graduate, married and single, international and domestic, and 
male and female students. 
Instrument 
Data for this study were collected using a confidential online questionnaire that 
consisted of items measured on a combination of nominal, ordinal, and ratio scales. The 
survey incorporated mostly close-ended questions; however, it was supported by several 
open-ended items. The rating scale determining room attributes' level of importance used the 
anchors of Not at all important, Somewhat important, Important, and Very important. 
Data Collection 
Prior to administering the questionnaire, in-depth semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with ten randomly selected undergraduate and graduate students in order to obtain 
information on activities performed by students in hotel rooms during vacations, and finalize 
the set of hotel room attributes in the context of these activities. Interview participants had to 
have stayed at a hotel during their vacation in the past year. After the interviews, the online 
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questionnaire was developed and pilot tested with 30 students to ensure the validity of the 
research instrument. 
Finally, an e-mail containing a letter of informed consent and a link to the 
confidential online questionnaire was sent to 23,388 students at Iowa State University in 
April 2006. Questionnaires were completed by 2,545 students, which constituted an 11% 
response rate (above average for online surveys, as reported by Tasci & Knutson, 2003). The 
subjects had two weeks to complete the survey. 
Data Analysis 
Demographic characteristics of the subjects and general information about their most 
recent vacation were analyzed using descriptive statistics. Specifically, frequency tables were 
utilized. 
In order to determine activities that comprise the value chain for U.S. college student 
vacation travelers, an activity-based value chain was developed based on literature review of 
hotel room activities and interviews with representatives of the target population. The 
proposed value chain was validated using results of frequency tables generated to determine 
the percentage of student vacation travelers engaging in specific activities and amount of 
time spent on these activities. 
Additionally, multinomial logistic regression (MLR) was applied to test the 
association between the amount of time spent on hotel room activities and satisfaction with 
the overall hotel room experience (dependent measure). The significance value of likelihood 
ratio tests for the overall model was used to determine whether models adequately fit the 
data. Effects of the categories within independent variables were determined by odds ratios, 
with the Wald statistic indicating associated significance level. 
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Non-parametric Chi-square tests of independence were utilized to explore 
relationships between activity-based room attributes and satisfaction with the overall hotel 
room experience. Somers'd, Kendall's tau-b and tau-c, and Gamma were used to test the 
strength and direction of the association between importance of hotel room attributes and 
satisfaction with the overall hotel room experience (Agresti & Finlay, 1999). 
To identify room attributes that add value for U.S. college student vacation travelers 
across the hotel room activity-based experiences, each value chain link (hotel room activities 
determined when addressing research question one) was examined for value-adding factors 
(i.e. room attributes). Value-adding room attributes were identified based on two statistical 
techniques: (a) frequency tables (level of importance), and (b) multinomial logistic regression 
(association with overall satisfaction). 
First, this study used frequency tables to determine room attributes that are of 
importance to students. The importance rating method was employed to assess what room 
attributes are value-adding to customers (Anderson, Jain, & Chintagunta, 1993). Factors that 
students indicated as important or very important were regarded as value-adding (guests 
value the room attributes they perceive as important or very important.) Room attributes 
marked as somewhat important were not considered value-adding, because these attributes 
are not likely to make a difference in their hotel room experience. Frequency tables were 
applied to summarize these results. 
Second, MLR with forced-entry method was used to determine activity-based room 
attributes that were associated with students' satisfaction accounting for the room price (see 
literature review). In this step, satisfaction was the dependent variable (evidence of customer 
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value). Price paid per hotel room and hotel room attributes within specific room activities 
were independent variables. 
Forced-entry MLR method allowed manual removal of independent variables that 
were not associated with satisfaction. Separate MLRs were run for all activities analyzed. To 
determine whether models adequately fit the data, the significance value of likelihood ratio 
tests for overall model was used (Norusis, 2004). Likelihood ratio tests for individual 
parameters helped identify the most powerful independent variables (Garson, 2006). Several 
separate iterations of MLR were conducted for each activity. The first iteration included all 
independent variables (i.e. price and room attributes) within the activity. If the model 
contained insignificant variables based on the results of the likelihood ratio tests for 
individual parameters, variables were deleted for subsequent iterations. A p-value of 0.1 or 
less was used as an acceptance criterion. Successive iterations continued until all variables in 
the model were significant based on the results of likelihood ratio tests for individual 
parameters and appropriate model fit. Effects of the categories within independent variables 
were determined by odds ratios, with the Wald statistic indicating associated significance 
level. Odds ratios were exponentiated coefficients of MLR parameter estimates (Norusis, 
2004) that were applied to explore the main effects of students' perceived importance of 
room attributes on satisfaction. 
Finally, all activity-based room attributes were assigned to one of four categories 
along a value continuum: high-value attributes, moderate-value attributes, low-value 
attributes, and no-value attributes. This study adopted Hill's classification of value-adding 
room attributes (1994). High-value attributes, or order winners, were defined as those that 
were important to students (based on frequency tables) and were associated with their 
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satisfaction with the overall hotel room experience (based on MLR). Room attributes of 
moderate value, or order-qualifiers, were defined as those that were important to students but 
were not associated with satisfaction. Low-value room attributes, or "unconscious" order-
qualifiers, were defined as those that were of no importance to students but were associated 
with their satisfaction. This category is a modification from order-qualifiers. Finally, room 
attributes of no value were defined as those that were of no importance to students and that 
were not associated with their overall satisfaction. 
Results 
Demographics 
Questionnaires were completed by 2,545 students, with females constituting 54%. 
The age range of respondents was 18 through 61. Participants who were 21 year old made up 
the largest group (19%), followed by those who were 20 year old (17%). Respondents 
between ages of 18 and 25 accounted for 86% of the sample, those 26-33 represented 11%, 
and students over 34 accounted for the remaining 3% of the sample. Undergraduate students 
represented the majority (81%). Most respondents were U.S. citizens (91%) and Caucasian 
(81%). The majority of students in the sample were single (88%), and did not have children 
(94%). Sample characteristics are presented in Table 1. 
(Insert Table 1 about here) 
Over the past three years, 40% of the respondents stayed at hotels during their 
vacations three to five times, and 37% - more than five times. The largest percentage of 
respondents (38%) had their most recent vacation hotel stay in the spring of 2006, followed 
by 21% in the summer of 2005. The length of the most recent vacation hotel stay was one to 
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three days for the majority of respondents (69%) and 10 days or longer for 1.5% of 
respondents. Most respondents (91%) spent their most recent vacation in the U.S. 
Only 55% of respondents traveled alone, and 43% traveled with friends. Most 
participants (93%) stayed with somebody else in the room. Data demonstrate that 50% of the 
participants paid for their vacation themselves; and parents funded students' vacation trips 
for 28%. The majority of respondents stayed at a hotel room at the rate of $76 to $100 per 
day (31%), 10% paid more than $150 per room, and only 7.5% paid less than $50 per room. 
However, 40% indicated that they had spent less than $50 per day on expenses other than the 
cost of the hotel room and 11% spent more than $150 per day on these expenses. Considering 
the price paid for the hotel room, 79% were either satisfied or very satisfied with the 
amenities and facilities offered in their hotel room. 
Activity-Based Value-Chain Model 
The activity-based value-chain model proposed initially based on the literature review 
and in-depth interviews was supported by survey data (Table 2). Frequency tables 
demonstrated that room activities that were performed by more than 85% of respondents 
were (in descending order) overnight sleeping, dressing and taking care of personal hygiene, 
relaxing and entertaining, and having meals or snacks (Figure 1). In addition, respondents 
engaged in the previously-mentioned room activities during most of the time they spent in 
their hotel room. The less frequently performed activities of student vacation travelers (i.e. 
those that accounted for less than 50% of participants) were (a) exercising and (b) working, 
studying, and Internet browsing. It should be noted that like all models, this value-chain 
model is a generalization. In practice, these activities may occur in a different sequence, 
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recur, or be excluded depending on a variety of environmental and personal factors and 
characteristics. 
(Insert Figure 1 about here) 
(Insert Table 2 about here) 
Value-Adding Room Attributes in Context of Hotel Room Activities 
Overnight sleeping and taking a nap 
Frequency table results demonstrated that many room attributes included in the 
survey were important or very important to respondents; however, the most prominent factor 
in the context of sleeping activity was Cleanliness of sheets. The results of Chi-square test of 
independence and ordinal directional and symmetric measures of association indicated that 
for the activity of sleeping there was a negative association between Satisfaction and 
variables Night light (for overnight sleeping only), Extra blankets, Easy-to-set alarm clock, 
In-room safe, Proximity to emergency exit, Proximity to elevator/stairs, Floor where room is 
located, and Security peepholes. 
The results of MLR likelihood ratio tests for individual parameters demonstrated that 
for the activity of sleeping, importance of the following attributes had the strongest influence 
on Satisfaction: Comfort of bed, Size of bed, Quality of sheets and linens, and In-room safe 
with Price paid included in the model. Specifically, the odds ratios showed that those who 
viewed In-room safe to be very important were Not at all satisfied more frequently than those 
for whom these attributes were not at all important or somewhat important. Respondents who 
indicated Comfort of bed as very important selected somewhat satisfied or satisfied less 
frequently than the other groups. Students who believed Quality of sheets and linens to be 
very important selected Not at all satisfied more frequently than those considering this 
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attribute not at all important (Table 3). Respondents who indicated Size of bed as a very 
important attribute were more likely to report lower satisfaction than those who stated this 
attribute was somewhat important or not at all important. 
(Insert Table 3 about here) 
Dressing and taking care of personal hygiene 
Frequency tables showed that Cleanliness of bathroom, Physical condition of 
bathroom, and Towels changed daily were the most important room attributes in the context 
of dressing and taking care of personal hygiene. The results of the Chi-square and ordinal 
directional and symmetric measures of association indicated that there was a positive 
association between Satisfaction and Physical condition of bathroom, and a negative 
association between Satisfaction and Bathrobe availability and Quality of bathroom 
toiletries. 
According to the results of MLR likelihood ratio tests for individual parameters, Size 
of bathtub and Quality of toiletries are negatively associated with Satisfaction. Specifically, 
those who stated that Quality of toiletries was very important were less satisfied than those 
who indicated this attribute to be not at all important or somewhat important. Satisfaction 
was lower for those respondents who viewed Size of bathtub as very important (Table 4). 
(Insert Table 4 about here) 
Relaxing and entertaining 
Within the activity of relaxing and entertaining, Non-smoking room, Room 
cleanliness, and Physical condition of room received the highest rating. The Chi-square tests 
and ordinal directional measures of association found a positive association between 
Satisfaction and variables Room design and décor and Non-smoking room; and a negative 
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association with Quality of TV set, Premium cable channels, Pay-per-view programming, 
DVDZVHS check-out, Radio, Videogames, 24-hour room service, Free newspaper, and Free 
local calls. 
According to the MLR results within this activity, the room attributes associated with 
Satisfaction were Quality of furniture, Non-smoking room, Quality of lighting, and Phone 
directory. For example, the more important Quality lighting was to respondents, the more 
satisfied they tended to be with hotel room attributes. Conversely, respondents who 
considered Phone directory as very important reported lower satisfaction than other groups 
of respondents (Table 5). 
(Insert Table 5 about here) 
Having a meal and/or snack 
Frequency tables did not indicate any attributes that were very important based on 
either medians or modes for the activity of having a meal or snack. Results of the Chi-square 
test and ordinal measures of association illustrated a negative association between 
Satisfaction and such attributes as Kitchenette and Mini bar. 
According to the MLR Likelihood ratio tests, Mini-bar was associated with 
Satisfaction. However, it is difficult to interpret the direction of this association, because the 
only significant result of Wald statistics at the p=0.1 level is that those who viewed this 
attribute as important were likely to select Somewhat Satisfied more frequently than those for 
whom this attribute was very important (Table 6). 
(Insert Table 6 about here) 
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Exercising 
Room cleanliness and Towels changed daily were indicated as most important in the 
context of exercising. Based on the results of the Chi-square and ordinal measures of 
association, there was a negative association between Satisfaction and Space available for 
exercÂsvMg. 
MLR results showed that Ease of controlling in-room temperature and Room 
cleanliness had the strongest association with Satisfaction. Those who indicated Ease of 
controlling in-room temperature as very important selected somewhat satisfied or satisfied 
more often than those considering it not important. Respondents who stated that Room 
cleanliness was somewhat important or important were more likely to be somewhat satisfied 
or satisfied compared to those who viewed this attribute as very important (Table 7). 
(Insert Table 7 about here) 
Working, studying, and Internet browsing 
Internet access in room was the most important factor to students in the context of 
working, studying, and Internet browsing. There was a negative association between 
Satisfaction and Internet access, Size of desk, Placement of desk and chair, Telephone with 
speaker phone, Dual-line telephone, and Voicemail. The likelihood ratio tests in the first 
iteration of MLR for the activity of working, studying, and Internet browsing showed no 
association with Satisfaction. 
Association of Amount of Time Spent on Hotel Room Activities with Satisfaction 
MLR results demonstrated that with the exception of the activity of overnight 
sleeping, the amount of time respondents spent on hotel room activities had no association 
with the overall level of satisfaction with the hotel room experience. This was illustrated by 
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the model fit information and likelihood-ratio tests for overall model and individual 
parameters. The odds ratios showed that those who slept more than four hours per night were 
more satisfied with the total hotel room experience than those who slept less than four hours 
(Table 8). 
(Insert Table 8 about here) 
Association of Hotel Room Rate with Satisfaction 
Price paid for hotel room was found to be associated with satisfaction with hotel 
experience for all hotel room activities. MLR results showed that those who stayed at a hotel 
room at the rate of $76-$ 100 tended to select somewhat satisfied more than those who paid 
more than $150 per hotel room. In addition, respondents who paid $51-$125 for their room 
were more likely to be satisfied than those who paid more than $150. It follows that 
respondents tended to be less satisfied with hotel room experience when they stayed in rooms 
at a higher rate. This may indicate that hotel guests have higher expectations and are more 
demanding when they spend larger amounts of money. On the other hand, students are more 
tolerant with room amenities when they pay less (Tables 3-7). 
Discussion 
Value is referred to as the benefits of a received product or service compared to its 
acquisition costs, and the direct reflection of customer value is customer satisfaction. 
Therefore, this study approached value measurement by determining room attributes 
important to customers, while accounting for the price paid per hotel room and their 
satisfaction with the overall hotel room experience. 
Results showed that the most common room activities among U.S. college student 
travelers during their vacations were overnight sleeping, dressing and taking care of personal 
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hygiene, relaxing and entertaining, and having meals and/or snacks. Hotel managers need to 
ensure that they strengthen room attributes that are value-adding for the college student 
travelers for these most popular hotel room activities. 
Most room attributes included in the survey were important or very important to 
respondents; however, not all of them affected guests' overall satisfaction with the hotel 
room experience. The results of multinomial logistic regression showed room attributes that 
were associated with satisfaction in the context of room activities considering the price paid. 
Descriptive statistics and multinomial logistic regression revealed that all room attributes can 
be classified into four groups along a value continuum: 
1. Room attributes that were of importance to students and were associated with their 
satisfaction with the overall hotel room experience were considered room attributes of 
high value, or order-winners (Hill, 1994). Within the most common hotel room activities, 
the following room attributes belong to this group under each of the respective activities: 
(a) activity of overnight sleeping: comfort of bed, size of bed, and quality of sheets and 
linens; and (b) activity of relaxing and entertaining: non-smoking room, quality of 
lighting, comfort of furniture, and telephone directory. These room attributes are the ones 
that hotel managers should offer and strengthen. Results show that in most cases, if these 
attributes were important to college student vacation travelers, respondents were not 
satisfied with them (negative association). This may signify that in general hotel rooms 
often do not have these essential attributes, or they are not of high enough quality. These 
are the room attributes that affect customer value for U.S. college student vacation 
travelers' hotel room experience. 
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2. Room attributes that were of importance to students but that were not associated with 
satisfaction were defined as room attributes of moderate value, or order qualifiers (Hill, 
1994). Within the most common hotel room activities, the following room attributes 
belong to this group: (a) overnight sleeping: number of beds, cleanliness of sheets/linens, 
quietness in room, ease of controlling room temperature, and secondary locking device; 
(b) activity of dressing and taking care of personal hygiene: cleanliness of bathroom, 
physical condition of bathroom, quality of shower head, quality of lighting, size of 
shower, quality of towels, number of towels per guest, bath toiletries changed daily, and 
towels changed daily; (c) activity of having a meal/snack: refrigerator in room, cups and 
glasses available, and easily accessible garbage cans; and (d) activity of relaxing and 
entertaining: room size, room cleanliness, quality of TV-set, premium cable channels, 
and physical condition of room. These room attributes were not associated with consumer 
satisfaction because it is possible that these amenities were considered to be essentials, 
and therefore customers may be taking them for granted. Hotels need to offer these room 
attributes in order for customers to even consider staying there. Thus, one implication is 
that these attributes should continue to be offered by hotels because exclusion of these 
services and amenities would result in decreased customer satisfaction and in hotel's 
decreased attractiveness to potential customers. 
3. Room attributes of low value. These are room attributes that were of no importance to 
students but that were associated with their satisfaction with the overall hotel room 
experience. Because respondents did not name these attributes as being important, but 
they clearly had some importance as they were associated with satisfaction, these room 
attributes were described as "unconscious " order qualifiers as the customers are 
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apparently not actively aware of how they affect satisfaction. Within the most common 
hotel room activities, the following room attributes belong to this group: (a) overnight 
sleeping: in-room safe; (b) dressing and taking care of personal hygiene: size of bathtub 
and quality of bathroom toiletries; and (c) activity of having a meal/snack: mini bar in 
room. These are room attributes that students view as extra amenities. They are not 
essential for an enjoyable hotel room experience like the attributes in the moderate-value 
category, but because they are highly associated with satisfaction, availability of these 
services and amenities might potentially increase the quality of guests' hotel room 
experience. Further investigation is needed to confirm or disprove this conjecture. 
4. Room attributes of no value. These are room attributes that were of no importance to 
students and that were not associated with their satisfaction with the overall hotel room 
experience based on the results of this study. Within the most common hotel room 
activities, the following room attributes belong to this group: (a) overnight sleeping: extra 
blankets, black-out curtains, night light, easy-to-set alarm clock, security peepholes, 
proximity to emergency exit, proximity to elevator and stairs, and floor where room 
located; (b) activity of dressing and taking care of personal hygiene: bathroom design and 
décor, bathroom layout, bathroom size, bathrobe available, size of mirror, size of counter 
space, hair dryer available, iron and ironing board available, dressing table with mirror 
and light, size of closet, and hangers available; (c) activity of having a meal/snack: 
kitchenette, microwave oven in room, and coffee-maker in room; and (d) activity of 
relaxing and entertaining: room design and décor, room layout, window size, room view, 
pay-per-view programming, DVD/VHS check-out, radio, videogames, 24-hour room 
service, free newspaper, and free local calls. Because these room attributes were of no 
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value to U.S. college student vacation travelers (as per criteria identified earlier), there 
may be less need for hotel managers to focus on offering or improving these room 
features and amenities when targeting this market segment. However, it is difficult to say 
whether room attributes in this category are order qualifiers for U.S. college student 
vacation travelers because it is not clear if the respondents take these room attributes for 
granted (as basic services or essentials). To correctly identify the role of these room 
attributes, further research is needed. 
Conclusions 
Hotel managers need to understand their customers in order to efficiently and 
effectively target them. This study explored an important market segment of the hospitality 
industry - U.S. college student vacation travelers. Results demonstrate that for the majority 
of U.S. college student vacation travelers surveyed in this study the length of the vacation 
hotel stay was one to three days. Most students spent their vacations in the U.S. While on 
vacation, U.S. college students tended to share their hotel room with friends. Most 
respondents paid an average of $76 to $100 per hotel room. Considering the price paid for 
the hotel room, the majority of U.S. college student vacation travelers were either satisfied or 
very satisfied with their hotel room experience. 
Based on the customer-centric view of value management, this study developed an 
activity-based value-chain model for the hotel room experience to examine the value of 
specific hotel room attributes that a customer comes in contact with while participating in 
common hotel room activities. This value-chain model demonstrates that the most common 
room activities among U.S. college student vacation travelers are overnight sleeping, 
dressing and taking care of personal hygiene, relaxing and entertaining, and having meals 
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and/or snacks. Room price and amount of time spent sleeping overnight were associated with 
customer satisfaction. Most of the room attributes included in the survey were considered 
important or very important to respondents; however, not all of them affected guests' overall 
satisfaction with the hotel room experience. According to this value-chain analysis, all room 
attributes can be classified into four groups along a value continuum: attributes of high, 
moderate, low, and no value. Awareness of the value of specific room attributes can assist 
hoteliers in making purchasing and managerial decisions, and significantly impact hotels' 
profitability. 
This study contributes to the literature on understanding customer value and develops 
a model to analyze aspects of consumer experiences. Within the value-chain framework, it 
evaluated which hotel room attributes increase the value of hotel guests' room experiences 
and provides researchers and practitioners with new information on the attractiveness of 
specific activity-based room attributes to U.S. college student vacation travelers. Results of 
this research can potentially help hoteliers increase customer satisfaction by focusing on 
room attributes that will most likely satisfy their customers' needs and provide high-value 
experiences. By correctly identifying such value-adding attributes, hoteliers can allocate 
resources more efficiently by eliminating room attributes that are of little value for their 
customers, and by introducing, emphasizing, and developing the ones that do add value. 
Implications for Future Research 
This study produced a number of implications for future research. The present study 
targeted U.S. college student vacation travelers. Therefore, future research could examine 
other market segments such as business travelers, mature travelers, or leisure travelers. 
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This study involved developing an activity-based value-chain analysis for the hotel 
room experience for U.S. college student vacation travelers without differentiating effects 
based on demographics. Thus, another suggestion for future research would be to compare 
value-adding room attributes in the context of specific activities for various groups of 
travelers based on their demographic characteristics such as age, marital status, household 
income, and gender. 
This study explored activity-based value-adding room attributes. Developing an 
activity-based value-chain model for hotel experiences outside the hotel room is another area 
of future research. 
Another potentially interesting topic for future research in the field of hospitality 
management would be to explore value-adding hotel room attributes for specific seasons of 
the year or location. Travelers' needs may vary based on the season or location of a hotel, 
and if so this research could help hoteliers better target market segments. 
Finally, this study analyzed hotel room attributes in the context of specific activities 
with the help of a customer-oriented value-chain model. Similar models could be developed 
to reflect producers' perspective and include such components as supply chain management, 
human resource management, logistics, and sales and marketing. 
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Table 1 
Demographic characteristics of respondents (N=2,545) 
Characteristic n % 
Age 
18-25 2195 86 
26-33 273 11 
34 and over 77 3 
Gender 
Male 1168 46 
Female 1377 54 
Status in College 
Freshman 323 13 
Sophomore 421 17 
Junior 562 22 
Senior 764 30 
Master's student 252 10 
PhD student 223 9 
Citizenship 
U.S. citizen 2318 91 
Non-U.S. citizen 227 9 
Ethnicity 
American Indian 7 <1 
Asian/Pacific Islander 215 8 
Black/African American 32 1 
White/Caucasian 2063 81 
Hispanic/Latino 71 3 
Prefer not to answer 157 6 
Marital Status 
Married 295 12 
Single 2250 88 
Do you have children? 
Yes 
No 
2397 
148 
94 
6 
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Table 2 
Summary of descriptive statistics for the amount of time spent on activities 
Overnight 
sleeping 
Taking 
a nap 
during 
the day 
Dressing and 
taking care of 
personal 
hygiene 
Having a 
meal or 
snack 
Relaxing 
and 
entertaining 
Exercising Working, 
studying, 
and Internet 
browsing 
Median 6-8 h. <30 
min 
0 min 
30 min-1 h. < 30 min 1-1.5 h. 0 min 0 min 
Mode 6-8 h. 30 min-1 h < 30 min 30 min-1 h. 0 min 0 min 
Frequency 99.8% 61.5% 99.8% 85.8% 96.4% 37.1% 47.7% 
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Table 3 
Summary of significant effects for the activity of sleeping 
Satisfaction Room Attributes bg Std. Wald' df Exp(b) 95% Confidence Interval 
Level (independent) Error for Exp(b) 
(dependent)a Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Not at all Intercept -1.24 0.50 6.22* 1 
satisfied [QualitySheets=l]0 -2.09 1.14 3.38*** 1 0.12 0.01 1.15 
[QualitySheets=2]0 -0.81 0.46 3.03*** 1 0.45 0.18 1.11 
[QualitySheets=3]0 -0.39 0.36 1.18 1 0.68 0.33 1.37 
[QualitySheets=4]0 0.00 
[Safe=l]0 
-1.31 0.41 10.04* 1 0.27 e 0.12 0.61 
[Safe=2]c 
-1.11 0.46 5.87** 1 0.33 0.13 0.81 
[Safe=3]c -0.47 0.48 0.96 1 0.62 0.24 1.60 
[Safe=4]c 0.00 
Somewhat Intercept -0.43 0.29 2.18 1 
satisfied [RoomPrice=l]d 0.21 0.30 0.49 1 1.23 0.69 2.20 
[RoomPrice=2]d 0.34 0.24 1.97 1 1.40 0.88 2.24 
[RoomPrice=3]d 0.50 0.22 4.93** 1 1.65 1.06 2.55 
[RoomPrice=4]d 0.18 0.24 0.57 1 1.20 0.75 1.93 
[RoomPrice=5]d -0.20 0.28 0.48 1 0.82 0.47 1.43 
[RoomPrice=6]d 0.00 
[ComfortBed=l]0 1.09 0.41 7.07* 1 2.98 1.33 6.68 
[ComfortBed=2]0 0.60 0.22 7.74* 1 1.83 1.20 2.80 
[ComfortBed=3]0 0.14 0.17 0.75 1 1.15 0.83 1.60 
[ComfortBed=4]0 0.00 
[SizeBed=l]0 -1.15 0.40 8.42* 1 0.32 0.14 0.69 
[SizeBed=2]0 0.20 0.21 0.91 1 1.22 0.81 1.85 
[SizeBed=3]0 -0.19 0.19 1.08 1 0.82 0.57 1.19 
[SizeBed=4]0 0.00 
[QualitySheets=l]0 -0.67 0.37 3.25*** 1 0.51 0.25 1.06 
[QualitySheets=2]0 0.06 0.22 0.07 1 1.06 0.69 1.62 
[QualitySheets=3]0 0.41 0.18 5.08** 1 1.51 1.06 2.17 
[QualitySheets=4]0 0.00 
[Safe=l]0 
-0.54 0.24 5.05** 1 0.59 0.37 0.93 
[Safe=2]c -0.69 0.26 6.97* 1 0.50 0.30 0.84 
[Safe=3]c -0.35 0.29 1.48 1 0.70 0.40 1.24 
[Safe=4]c 0.00 
Satisfied Intercept -0.12 0.25 0.24 1 
[RoomPrice=l]d 0.24 0.25 0.97 1 1.28 0.78 2.08 
[RoomPrice=2]d 0.98 0.19 25.52* 1 2.68 1.83 3.92 
[RoomPrice=3]d 0.93 0.19 25.01* 1 2.54 1.76 3.67 
[RoomPrice=4]d 0.64 0.20 10.50* 1 1.90 1.29 2.80 
[RoomPrice=5]d 0.35 0.22 2.44 1 1.42 0.92 2.19 
[RoomPrice=6]d 0.00 
[ComfortBed=l]0 0.48 0.35 1.93 1 1.62 0.82 3.22 
[ComfortBed=2]0 0.43 0.18 5.87** 1 1.53 1.09 2.17 
64 
[ComfortBed=3]0 0.22 0.13 277*** 1 1.24 0.96 1.60 
[ComfortBed=4]0 0.00 0 
[SizeBed=l]0 -0.38 0.27 1.95 1 0.69 0.41 1.16 
[SizeBed=2]0 0.38 0.17 4.88** 1 1.46 1.04 2.05 
[SizeBed=3]0 -0.05 0.15 0.10 1 0.95 0.71 1.28 
[SizeBed=4]0 0.00 0 
a The reference category is: Very satisfied. 
b This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
0 Rating scale: 1 = Not at All Important; 2 = Somewhat Important; 3 = Important; 4 = Very Important. 
dRating scale: 1 = $50 or less; 2 = $51-$75; 3 = $76-$ 100; 4 = $101-$125; 5 = $126-$150; $More than 
$150. 
e Example of interpretation: Within the activity of Sleeping, the odds of those who consider In-room 
safe to be Not at all important of selecting Not at all Satisfied compared to Very Satisfied is 0.27 times the odds 
those considering In-room safe as Very Important would. 
f Significance levels: * p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.1 
8 b = parameter estimates 
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Table 4 
Summary of significant effects for the activity of dressing and taking care ofpersonal hygiene 
Satisfaction Room Attribute bg Std. Error Wald' Exp(b) 95% Confidence 
Level (independent) Interval for Exp(b) 
(dependent)a 
Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 
Not at all Intercept -1.67 0.51 10.60* 
satisfied [QulaityToiletries= 1]0 -1.18 0.54 4 79** 0.31 0.31 0.11 
[QulaityToiletries=2]0 -1.05 0.44 5.62** 0.35 0.35 0.15 
[QulaityToiletries=3]0 -0.26 0.39 0.44 0.77 0.77 0.36 
[QulaityToiletries=4]0 0.00 
Somewhat Intercept -0.57 0.29 3.95** 
satisfied [RoomPhce=l]d 0.20 0.28 0.47 1.22 1.22 0.70 
[RoomPhce=2]d 0.32 0.23 1.97 1.38 1.38 0.88 
[RoomPhce=3]d 0.50 0.22 5.40** 1.65 1.65 1.08 
[RoomPhce=4]d 0.15 0.23 0.41 1.16 1.16 0.73 
[RoomPhce=5]d -0.21 0.27 0.56 0.81 0.81 0.47 
[RoomPhce=6]d 0.00 
[SizeBathtub=l]0 0.17 0.27 0.40 1.19 1.19 0.70 
[SizeBathtub=2]0 0.49 0.25 3.77** 1.64e 1.64 1.00 
[SizeBathtub=3]0 0.15 0.26 0.33 1.16 1.16 0.70 
[SizeBathtub=4]0 0.00 
[QulaityToiletries= 1]0 -0.39 0.23 2 73*** 0.68 0.68 0.43 
[QulaityToiletries=2]0 -0.41 0.22 3.51*** 0.67 0.67 0.44 
[QulaityToiletries=3]0 -0.44 0.22 4.00** 0.64 0.64 0.42 
[QulaityToiletries=4]0 0.00 
Satisfied Intercept -0.02 0.23 0.01 
[RoomPhce=l]d 0.28 0.24 1.37 1.32 1.32 0.83 
[RoomPhce=2]d 1.01 0.19 28.47* 2.74 2.74 1.89 
[RoomPhce=3]d 0.94 0.18 27.18* 2.56 2.56 1.80 
[RoomPhce=4]d 0.62 0.19 10.43* 1.86 1.86 1.28 
[RoomPhce=5]d 0.32 0.22 2.26 1.38 1.38 0.91 
[RoomPhce=6] d  0.00 
[QulaityToiletries= 1]0 -0.35 0.19 3.17*** 0.71 0.71 0.48 
[QulaityToiletries=2]0 -0.08 0.18 0.19 0.93 0.93 0.65 
[QulaityToiletries=3]0 -0.12 0.18 0.47 0.88 0.88 0.62 
[QulaityToiletries=4]0 0.00 
a The reference category is: Very satisfied. 
b This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
0 Rating scale: 1 = Not at All Important; 2 = Somewhat Important; 3 = Important; 4 = Very Important. 
d Rating scale: 1 = $50 or less; 2 = $51-$75; 3 = $76-$ 100; 4 = $101-$125; 5 = $126-$150; $More than 
$150. 
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e Example of interpretation: Within the activity of Dressing and taking Care of Personal Hygiene, the 
odds of those who consider Size of bathtub to be Somewhat important to select Somewhat Satisfied compared to 
Very satisfied is 1.64 times the odds those considering this attribute as Very Important would. 
f Significance levels: * p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.1 
8 b = parameter estimates 
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Table 5 
Summary of significant effects for the activity of relaxing and entertaining 
Satisfaction Room Attribute bg Std. Waldf df Exp(b) 95% Confidence 
Level (independent) Error Interval for Exp(b) 
(dependent)a 
Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 
Not at all Intercept -1.67 0.42 15.70* 1 
satisfied 
[Lighting=l]c 20.22 
0.00 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 
[Lighting=2]c -0.28 0.45 0.41 1 0.75 0.31 1.80 
[Lighting=3]c -0.71 0.37 3.67*** 1 0.49 0.24 1.02 
[Lighting=4]c 0.00 
[PhoneDirectory = 1 ]0 -0.41 0.44 0.85 1 0.67 0.28 1.58 
[PhoneDirectory=2]0 -1.06 0.51 4.33** 1 0.35 0.13 0.94 
[PhoneDirectory=3]0 -0.03 0.35 0.01 1 0.97 0.48 1.94 
[PhoneDirectory=4]0 0.00 
Somewhat Intercept -0.79 0.24 10.76* 1 
satisfied [RoomPrice=l]d 0.15 0.29 0.26 1 1.16 0.66 2.04 
[RoomPrice=2]d 0.26 0.23 1.23 1 1.29 0.82 2.04 
[RoomPrice=3]d 0.42 0.22 3.75** 1 1.52 0.99 2.34 
[RoomPrice=4]d 0.09 0.24 0.16 1 1.10 0.69 1.74 
[RoomPrice=5]d -0.16 0.28 0.32 1 0.86 0.50 1.47 
[RoomPrice=6]d 0.00 
[Nonsmoking=l]0 -0.02 0.27 0.00 1 0.98 0.57 1.68 
[Nonsmoking=2]0 0.48 0.24 4.06** 1 1.61 1.01 2.56 
[Nonsmoking=3]0 0.46 0.18 6.78* 1 1.58 1.12 2.23 
[Nonsmoking=4]0 0.00 
[Lighting=l]c 0.72 0.38 3 49*** 1 2.05 0.97 4.34 
[Lighting=2]c 0.11 0.23 0.23 1 1.11 0.72 1.73 
[Lighting=3]c -0.23 0.19 1.38 1 0.80 0.55 1.16 
[Lighting=4]c 0.00 
[ComfortFurniture= 1 ]0 -1.17 0.46 6.53* 1 0.31 0.13 0.76 
[ComfortFurniture=2]0 0.31 0.21 2.19 1 1.37 0.90 2.07 
[ComfortFurniture=3]0 0.10 0.17 0.32 1 1.10 0.79 1.54 
[ComfortFurniture=4]0 0.00 
Satisfied Intercept -0.21 0.20 1.12 1 
[RoomPrice=l]d 0.24 0.24 1.00 1 1.28 0.79 2.05 
[RoomPrice=2]d 0.96 0.19 25.34* 1 2.60 1.79 3.78 
[RoomPrice=3]d 0.88 0.18 23.61* 1 2.42 1.69 3.45 
[RoomPrice=4]d 0.57 0.19 8.72* 1 1.77 1.21 2.58 
[RoomPrice=5]d 0.36 0.22 2.80*** 1 1.44 0.94 2.20 
[RoomPrice=6]d 0.00 
[Nonsmoking=l]0 -0.50 0.23 4.57** 1 0.61 0.39 0.96 
[Nonsmoking=2]0 0.33 0.20 2 79*** 1 1.39 0.94 2.06 
[Nonsmoking=3]0 0.32 0.14 4.88** 1 1.37 1.04 1.82 
[Nonsmoking=4]0 0.00 0 . 
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[Lighting=l]c 0.14 0 32 0.18 1 1.15 0.61 2.16 
[Lighting=2]c -0.39 0 18 4.58** 1 0.68 0.48 0.97 
[Lighting=3]c -0.23 0 15 2.46 1 0.79 0.59 1.06 
[Lighting=4]c 0.00 
[ComfortFurniture= 1 ]0 -0.15 0 30 0.23 1 0.86 0.48 1.56 
[ComfortFurniture=2]0 0.44 0 17 6.83* 1 1.56e 1.12 2.17 
[ComfortFurniture=3]0 0.10 0 13 0.57 1 1.11 0.85 1.43 
[ComfortFurniture=4]0 0.00 
[PhoneDirectory = 1 ]0 -0.18 0 17 1.07 1 0.84 0.59 1.18 
[PhoneDirectory=2]0 0.20 0 16 1.58 1 1.23 0.89 1.68 
[PhoneDirectory=3]0 0.40 0 15 7.50* 1 1.49 1.12 1.99 
|PhoneDirectory=4]0 0.00 0 . 
a The reference category is: Very satisfied. 
b This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
0 Rating scale: 1 = Not at All Important; 2 = Somewhat Important; 3 = Important; 4 = Very Important. 
dRating scale: 1 = $50 or less; 2 = $51-$75; 3 = $76-$ 100; 4 = $101-$125; 5 = $126-$150; $More than 
$150. 
e Example of interpretation: Within the activity of Relaxing and entertaining, the odds of those who 
consider Comfort of furniture to be Somewhat important of selecting Satisfied compared to Very Satisfied is 
1.56 times the odds those considering this factor as Very Important would. 
f Significance levels: * p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.1 
8 b = parameter estimates 
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Table 6 
Summary of significant effects for the activity of having a meal and/or snack 
Satisfaction Room Attributes bg Std. Waldf df Exp(b) 95% Confidence Interval 
Level (independent) Error for Exp(b) 
(dependent)a Lower 
Bound 
Upper 
Bound 
Not at all Intercept13 -1.59 0.60 7.10* 1 
satisfied [RoomPhce=l]d -0.61 0.69 0.79 1 0.54 0.14 2.09 
[RoomPhce=2]d 0.32 0.44 0.55 1 1.38 0.59 3.24 
[RoomPhce=3]d -0.13 0.44 0.09 1 0.88 0.37 2.08 
[RoomPhce=4]d -0.45 0.50 0.79 1 0.64 0.24 1.71 
[RoomPhce=5]d -0.66 0.62 1.15 1 0.51 0.15 1.73 
[RoomPhce=6]d 0.00 
[Minibar=l]0 -0.85 0.58 2.13 1 0.43 0.14 1.34 
[Minibar=2]0 
-0.25 0.61 0.17 1 0.78 0.24 2.57 
[Minibar=3]0 
-1.02 0.92 1.24 1 0.36 0.06 2.17 
[Minibar=4]0 0.00 
Somewhat Intercept13 -0.78 0.38 4.18** 1 
satisfied [RoomPhce=l]d 0.24 0.29 0.67 1 1.27 0.72 2.23 
[RoomPhce=2]d 0.35 0.24 2.27 1 1.43 0.90 2.26 
[RoomPhce=3]d 0.50 0.22 5.20** 1 1.65 1.07 2.54 
[RoomPhce=4]d 0.13 0.24 0.29 1 1.14 0.71 1.82 
[RoomPhce=5]d 
-0.16 0.28 0.31 1 0.86 0.49 1.48 
[RoomPhce=6]d 0.00 
[Minibar=l]0 0.04 0.36 0.01 1 1.04 0.51 2.11 
[Minibar=2]0 0.10 0.38 0.07 1 1.10 0.52 2.32 
[Minibar=3]0 0.78 0.43 3 39*** 1 2.19 0.95 5.05 
[Minibar=4]0 0.00 
Satisfied Intercept13 -0.12 0.30 0.15 1 
[RoomPhce=l]d 0.29 0.24 1.39 1 1.33 0.83 2.15 
[RoomPhce=2]d 1.01 0.19 27.75* 1 2.75 1.89 4.01 
[RoomPhce=3]d 0.95 0.18 26.72* 1 2.58 1.80 3.70 
[RoomPhce=4]d 0.60 0.20 9.29* 1 1.81 1.24 2.66 
[RoomPhce=5]d 0.38 0.22 2 93*** 1 1.46 0.95 2.24 
[RoomPhce=6] d  0.00 
[Minibar=l]0 -0.06 0.28 0.05 1 0.94 0.54 1.63 
[Minibar=2]0 0.09 0.30 0.08 1 1.09 0.61 1.95 
[Minibar=3]0 0.50 0.34 2.13 1 1.65 0.84 3.25 
[Minibar=4]0 0.00 0 
a The reference category is: Very satisfied. 
b This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
0 Rating scale: 1 = Not at All Important; 2 = Somewhat Important; 3 = Important; 4 = Very Important. 
dRating scale: 1 = $50 or less; 2 = $51-$75; 3 = $76-$ 100; 4 = $101-$125; 5 = $126-$150; $More than 
$150. 
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e Example of interpretation: Within the activity of Having a meal and/or snack, the odds of those who 
consider Mini-bar to be Important of selecting Somewhat Satisfied compared to Very Satisfied is 2.19 times the 
odds those considering this attribute as Very Important would. 
f Significance levels: * p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.1 
8 b = parameter estimates 
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Table 7 
Summary of significant effects for the activity of exercising 
Satisfaction Level 
(dependent)a 
Room Attribute 
(independent) 
bg Std. 
Error 
Waldf df Exp(b)e 95% Confidence Interval 
for Exp(b) 
Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 
Not at all satisfied Intercept -2.01 0.41 24.39* 1 
[RoomPrice=l]d -0.60 0.73 068 1 0.55 0.13 2.30 
[RoomPrice=2]d 0.22 0.46 0.22 1 1.24 0.50 306 
[RoomPrice=3]d -0.22 0.47 0.23 1 0.80 0.32 2.01 
[RoomPhce=4]d -0.54 0.53 1.03 1 0.58 0.20 166 
[RoomPrice=5]d -0.78 066 1.42 1 0.46 0.13 166 
[RoomPhce=6]d 0.00 
Somewhat satisfied Intercept -0.80 0.22 12.86* 1 
[RoomPhce=l]d 0.23 0.31 056 1 1.26 0 69 2.31 
[RoomPrice=2]d 0.34 0.25 186 1 1.41 0 86 2.30 
[RoomPhce=3]d 0.51 0.24 4.78** 1 1.67 1.05 2.65 
[RoomPhce=4]d 0.16 026 0.41 1 1.18 0.71 1.94 
[RoomPrice=5]d -0.15 0.30 0.25 1 086 0 48 1.55 
[RoomPhce=6]d 0.00 
[ControlTemp=l]0 -0.84 0.40 4.41** 1 0.43 0.20 095 
[ControlTemp=2]0 0.21 0.20 1.06 1 1.23 0 83 1.84 
[ControlTemp=3]0 0.04 0.16 0.07 1 1.04 0.76 1.44 
[ControlTemp=4]0 0.00 
[RoomClean=l]0 -0.58 088 0.43 1 0.56 0.10 3 16 
[RoomClean=2]0 0 66 029 5.35** 1 1.94 1 1 1  3.39 
[RoomClean=3]0 0.24 0.17 1.84 1 1.27 0 90 1.78 
[RoomClean=4]0 0.00 
Satisfied Intercept -0.22 0.18 1.43 1 
[RoomPhce=l]d 0 26 026 0.97 1 1.29 0.77 2 16 
[RoomPhce=2]d 1.00 0.20 23.69* 1 2.71 1.81 4.05 
[RoomPhce=3]d 0.94 0.20 23.10* 1 2.57 1.75 3.78 
[RoomPhce=4]d 0 59 0.21 8.10* 1 1.81 1.20 2.73 
[RoomPrice=5]d 0.35 0.23 2.26 1 1.42 0 90 2.25 
[RoomPhce=6]d 0.00 
[ControlTemp=l]0 -0.92 0.30 9.23* 1 0.40 e 0.22 0.72 
[ControlTemp=2]0 0.00 0.17 0.00 1 1.00 0.72 139  
[ControlTemp=3]0 0.17 0.13 1.71 1 1.18 0 92 1.52 
[ControlTemp=4]0 0.00 
[RoomClean=l]0 0 69 0.52 1.79 1 2.00 0.73 5.51 
[RoomClean=2]0 0.31 0.25 1.52 1 1.37 0 83 2.24 
[RoomClean=3]0 0 26 0.14 3.41*** 1 1.29 0 98 1.70 
[RoomClean=4]0 0.00 0 . 
a The reference category is: Very satisfied. 
b This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
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0 Rating scale: 1 = Not at All Important; 2 = Somewhat Important; 3 = Important; 4 = Very Important. 
dRating scale: 1 = $50 or less; 2 = $51-$75; 3 = $76-$ 100; 4 = $101-$125; 5 = $126-$150; $More than 
$150. 
e Example of interpretation: In the context of the activity of Exercising, the odds of those who consider 
Ease of Controlling room temperature to be Not at all important to select Satisfied compared to Very Satisfied 
is 0.40 times the odds those considering this attribute as Very Important would. 
f Significance levels: * p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.1 
8 b = parameter estimates 
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Table 8 
Summary of significant effects of amount of time spent sleeping overnight on satisfaction 
Satisfaction Level 
(dependent) 
Sleeping 
overnight 
(independent)a 
bf Std. 
Error 
Wald df Exp(b) 95% Confidence 
Interval for Exp(b) 
Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 
Not at all satisfied Intercept -2 68 0.46 3164* 1 
[TimeSleep=0] -17.35 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 
[TimeSleep=l] 1.81 0.71 6 56* 1 6.08^ 1.53 24.22 
[TimeSleep=2] 0.42 056  0.57 1 1.53 0.51 4.59 
[TimeSleep=3] 0.19 0.50 0.15 1 1.21 0.46 120 
[TimeSleep=4] 0.00 
Somewhat satisfied Intercept -0.53 0.19 7.58* 1 
[TimeSleep=0] -17.53 4822.70 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 (c) 
[TimeSleep=l] 1.09 0.41 7.06* 1 2.97 1.33 6 63 
[TimeSleep=2] 026  0.24 1.12 1 1.29 080  208  
[TimeSleep=3] 0.04 0.21 0.03 1 1.04 069  1.56 
[TimeSleep=4] 0.00 
Satisfied Intercept 0 58 0.15 15.57* 1 
[TimeSleep=0] -1.68 1.16 2.07 1 0.19 0.02 183  
[TimeSleep=l] 060  036  2.78*** 1 1.82 090  170 
[TimeSleep=2] -0.02 0.19 0.01 1  098  0.67 1.42 
[TimeSleep=3] -0.02 0.16 0.01 1  098  0.72 1.34 
[TimeSleep=4] 0.00 0 
a The reference category is: More than 8 hours. 
b This parameter is set to zero because it is redundant. 
0 Rating scale: 0 = Not Applicable; 1 = Less than 4 hours; 2 = 4 to 6 hours; 3 = 6 to 8 hours; 4 = More 
than 8 hours. 
d Example of interpretation: The odds of respondents who slept less than 4 hours per night to be Not at 
all satisfied compared to Very satisfied is 6.08 times the odds those who sleep 8 hours or more. 
e Significance levels: * p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.1 
f b = parameter estimates 
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Figure 1 
Activity-based value chain for U.S. college student vacation travelers ' hotel room experience 
Start: 
Finish: 
Taking a Nap during the Day 
Mode: 0 min 
Median: Less than 30 min 
Performed by 61.5% of respondents 
Exercising 
Mode: 0 min 
Median: 0 min 
Performed by 37.1% of respondents 
Overnight Sleeping 
Mode: 6-8 hours 
Median: 6-8 hours 
Performed by 99.8% of respondents 
Relaxing and Entertaining 
Mode: 30 min-1 hours 
Median: 1 hour-1.5 hours 
Performed by 96.4% of respondents 
Having a Meal and/or Snack 
Mode: Less than 30 min 
Median: Less than 30 min 
Performed by 85.8% of respondents 
Working, Studying, and Internet 
Browsing 
Mode: 0 min 
Median: 0 min 
Performed by 47.7% of respondents 
Dressing and Taking Care of 
Personal Hygiene 
Mode: 30 min-1 hour 
Median: 30 min-1 hour 
Performed by 99.8% of respondents 
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Chapter 5. General Conclusions 
Hotel managers need to understand their customers in order to efficiently and 
effectively target them. This study explored an important market segment for the hospitality 
industry - U.S. college student vacation travelers. Results demonstrate that for the majority 
of U.S. college student vacation travelers surveyed in this study the length of the vacation 
hotel stay was one to three days. Most students spent their vacations in the U.S. While on 
vacation, U.S. college students tended to share their hotel room with friends. Most 
respondents paid an average of $76 to $100 per hotel room. Considering the price paid for 
the hotel room, the majority of U.S. college student vacation travelers were either satisfied or 
very satisfied with their hotel room experience. 
Based on the customer-centric view of value management, this study developed an 
activity-based value-chain model for the hotel room experience to examine the value of 
specific hotel room attributes that a customer comes in contact with while participating in 
common hotel room activities. This value-chain model demonstrates that the most common 
room activities among U.S. college student vacation travelers are overnight sleeping, 
dressing and taking care of personal hygiene, relaxing and entertaining, and having meals 
and/or snacks. Room price and amount of time spent sleeping overnight were associated with 
customer satisfaction. 
As has been mentioned previously, this study adopted Hill's classification of value-
adding product offerings such as order-winners and order qualifiers (1994) along with 
identifying those that were important to respondents and those that were associated with 
satisfaction. Most of the room attributes included in the survey were considered important or 
very important to respondents; however, not all of them affected guests' overall satisfaction 
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with the hotel room experience. According to this value-chain analysis, all room attributes 
can be classified into four groups along a value continuum: attributes of high, moderate, low, 
and no value. Awareness of the value of specific room attributes can assist hoteliers in 
making purchasing and managerial decisions, and significantly impact hotels' profitability. 
Implications for Future Research 
There are a number of implications for future research. The present study targeted 
U.S. college student vacation travelers. Therefore, future research could examine other 
market segments such as business travelers, mature travelers, or leisure travelers. 
This study involved developing an activity-based value-chain analysis for the hotel 
room experience for U.S. college student vacation travelers without differentiating effects 
based on demographics. Thus, another suggestion for future research would be to compare 
value-adding room attributes in the context of specific activities for various groups of 
travelers based on their demographic characteristics such as age, marital status, household 
income, and gender. 
This study explored activity-based value-adding room attributes. Developing an 
activity-based value-chain model for hotel experiences outside the hotel room is another area 
of future research. 
Another potentially interesting topic for future research in the field of hospitality 
management would be to explore value-adding hotel room attributes specific to seasons of 
the year or location. Travelers' needs may vary based on the season or location of a hotel, 
and if so this research could help hoteliers better target market segments. 
Finally, this study analyzed hotel room attributes in the context of specific activities 
with the help of a customer-oriented value-chain model. Similar models could be developed 
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to reflect producers' perspective and include such components as supply chain management, 
human resource management, logistics, and sales and marketing. 
Limitations 
Certain limitations of this study should be recognized. First, the study was conducted 
with students at one land-grant midwestem university. Because this sample may not be 
representative of the entire population of U.S. college student travelers, results cannot be 
generalized to all U.S. college student vacation travelers. The sample is quite diverse because 
it includes people of diverse ethnic backgrounds, ages 18 to 61, females and males, married 
and single students, undergraduate and graduate students, and both U.S. citizens and 
nationals of other countries. 
Second, this study involved developing an activity-based value-chain analysis for the 
hotel room experience for U.S. college student vacation travelers without differentiating 
based on demographics. However, values may differ for various groups of travelers based on 
their demographic characteristics such as age, marital status, household income, and gender. 
Therefore, the model can at best be treated as a generic representation of college student 
hotel room experience value chain. 
Lastly, categories on the scales measuring amount of time spent on specific activities 
overlapped in the online questionnaire (e.g. 30 min to 1 hour; 1 hour to 1.5 hours) and, 
therefore, could be refined to account for this limitation. 
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Appendix A. Survey Instrument 
E-mail to Participants 
Dear Student, 
You are invited to participate in an ISU study. The purpose of this study is to conduct an 
activity-based value-chain analysis for hotel room experience and assess what room 
attributes are value-adding to U.S. college student vacation travelers. Information gained in 
this study will help hospitality practitioners and researchers better understand travel needs 
and behaviors of college students. 
The online survey will take no more than 15 minutes of your time. If you agree to participate 
in this survey, please click here to complete the questionnaire. The deadline for completing 
the survey is Sunday, April 30, 2006. 
Your participation in this study is voluntary. There are no foreseeable risks for you from 
participating in this study. Only official investigators will have access to study records that 
will be stored on a secure, password-protected server. 
For more information about this study, please contact the principal investigator, Yuliya 
Antonenko, (515) 294-4636, yul@iastate.edu, or Amit Sharma, (515) 294-8552, 
amsharma@iastate.edu. If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects, you 
can contact Ginny Austin Eason, IRB Administrator, (515) 294-4566, austringr@iastate.edu; 
or Diane Ament, Director of Office of Research Compliance, (515) 294-3115, 
dament@iastate.edu. 
Thank you for your input. 
Sincerely, 
Yuliya Antonenko 
Graduate Student 
Foodservice and Lodging Management 
Iowa State University 
yul@iastate.edu 
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Questionnaire 
Part 1 
1. When was the last time you stayed at a hotel during your vacation? PLEASE KEEP 
THIS HOTEL STAY IN MIND WHEN ANSWERING ALL QUESTIONS IN THIS 
QUESTIONNAIRE. 
o Spring 2006 
o Winter 2005-06 
o Fall 2005 
o Summer 2005 
o None of the above 
If you answered None of the above, please specify the month/year of your most recent 
vacation hotel stay. 
2. Were you a college student at that time? 
o Yes 
o No 
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Please keep in mind that all the subsequent questions will be about your hotel ROOM 
experience during your most recent vacation. 
Part 2 
3. On average, how much time did you spend on each of these activities per day in 
your hotel room during your most recent vacation? Your best estimate is fine. 
a. Sleeping overnight 
o Less than 4 hours 
o 4 to 6 hours 
o 6 to 8 hours 
o More than 8 hours 
o Not Applicable 
b. Taking a nap during the day 
o Less than 30 min. 
o 30 min. to 1 hour 
o 1 to 1.5 hours 
o 1.5 to 2 hours 
o More than 2 hours 
o Not Applicable 
c. Dressing and taking care of personal hygiene (showering, shaving, etc.) 
o Less than 30 min. 
o 30 min. to 1 hour 
o 1 to 1.5 hours 
o 1.5 to 2 hours 
o More than 2 hours 
o Not Applicable 
d. Having a meal/snack in room 
o Less than 30 min. 
o 30 min. to 1 hour 
o 1 to 1.5 hours 
o 1.5 to 2 hours 
o More than 2 hours 
o Not Applicable 
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e. Relaxing and entertaining in room (reading, listening to music, watching TV, 
playing video games, entertaining guests, etc.) 
o Less than 30 min. 
o 30 min. to 1 hour 
o 1 to 1.5 hours 
o 1.5 to 2 hours 
o More than 2 hours 
o Not Applicable 
f. Exercising in room 
o Less than 30 min. 
o 30 min. to 1 hour 
o 1 to 1.5 hours 
o 1.5 to 2 hours 
o More than 2 hours 
o Not Applicable 
g. Working, studying, and browsing the Internet in room 
o Less than 30 min. 
o 30 min. to 1 hour 
o 1 to 1.5 hours 
o 1.5 to 2 hours 
o More than 2 hours 
o Not Applicable 
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In this part of the questionnaire you will be asked about the importance of various hotel 
ROOM attributes to you during your most recent vacation while you were performing certain 
activities, considering the price you paid for the room. 
Part 3 
4. Considering the price you paid for the hotel room during your most recent vacation, 
how important did you find the following room attributes/facilities for sleeping? 
Not at all 
important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Important Very 
Important 
Comfort of bed 
Number of beds 
Size of bed 
Quality of sheets/linens 
Cleanliness of sheets/linens 
Extra blankets 
Quietness in room 
Ease of controlling in-room temperature 
Black-out curtains 
Night light: 
Easy-to-set alarm clock 
Security peepholes 
Secondary locking device (e.g. door chains, dead bolts) 
In-room safe 
Proximity to emergency exit 
Proximity to elevator/stairs 
Floor where room located 
Please indicate any other room attribute(s) related to sleeping and their level of importance to 
you: 
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5. Considering the price you paid for the hotel room during your most recent vacation, 
how important did you find the following room attributes/facilities for dressing and 
taking care of personal hygiene (showering, shaving, etc.)? 
Not at all 
important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Important Very 
Important 
Bathroom design and décor 
Bathroom layout 
Bathroom size 
Cleanliness of bathroom 
Physical condition of bathroom (good maintenance 
and upkeep) 
Quality of shower head 
Quality of lighting 
Size of bathtub 
Size of shower 
Quality of towels 
Number of towels per guest 
Bathrobe available 
Quality of bathroom toiletries (e.g. soap, shampoo, etc) 
Size of mirror 
Size of counter space 
Hair dryer available 
Iron and ironing board available 
Dressing table with mirror and light 
Size of closet 
Hangers available 
Bath toiletries changed daily 
Towels changed daily 
Please indicate any other room attribute(s) related to dressing and taking care of personal 
hygiene and their level of importance to you: 
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6. Considering the price you paid for the hotel room during your most recent vacation, 
how important did you find the following room attributes/facilities for having a 
meal/snack in room? 
Not at all 
important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Important Very 
Important 
Kitchenette 
Refrigerator in room 
Microwave oven in room 
Mini bar in room 
Coffee-maker in room 
Cups/glasses available 
Easily accessible garbage cans in room 
Please indicate any other room attribute(s) related to having a meal/snack in room and their 
level of importance to you: 
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7. Considering the price you paid for the hotel room during your most recent vacation, 
how important did you find the following room attributes/facilities for relaxing and 
entertaining in room? 
Not at all 
important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Important Very 
Important 
Room design and décor 
Room layout 
Room size 
Room cleanliness 
Non-smoking room 
Quality of lighting 
Window size 
Room view 
Physical condition of room (good maintenance and 
upkeep) 
Comfort of furniture 
Quality of TV set 
Premium cable channels (e.g. HBO, CNN, ESPN) 
Pay-per-view programming 
DVD/VHS check-out 
Radio 
Videogames 
24-hour room service 
Free newspaper 
Free local calls 
Phone directory 
Please indicate any other hotel room attribute(s) related to relaxing and entertaining and their 
level of importance to you: 
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8. Considering the price you paid for the hotel room during your most recent vacation, 
how important did you find the following room attributes/facilities for exercising in 
room? 
Not at all 
important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Important Very 
Important 
Room layout 
Room size 
Room cleanliness 
Space available for in-room exercising 
Exercise equipment in room 
Number of towels per guest 
Towels changed daily 
Ease of controlling room temperature 
Please indicate any other hotel room attribute(s) related to exercising in room and their level 
of importance to you: 
9. Considering the price you paid for the hotel room during your most recent vacation, 
how important did you find the following room attributes/facilities for working, 
studying, or Internet browsing in room? 
Not at all 
important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Important Very 
Important 
Internet access in room 
Size of desk 
Quality of desk chair 
Placement of desk and chair 
Quality of lighting 
Number of electric outlets 
Telephone with speaker phone 
Dual-line telephone 
Voice-mail 
Please indicate any other room attribute(s) related to working/studying/Internet browsing and 
their level of importance to you: 
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Part 4 
Now please answer a few general questions about your most recent vacation hotel stay. 
10. How long was this hotel stay? 
o 1-3 days 
o 4-6 days 
o 7-9 days 
o 10 days or more 
11. Where was this hotel located? 
o In the U.S. Please specify state. 
o Outside the U.S. Please specify country. 
12. What is the name of hotel (chain)? 
13. With whom did you travel? 
o Alone 
o With family members 
o With friends 
o Other. Please specify. 
14. How many people stayed in this hotel room with you? 
o I stayed alone 
o 2 people including me 
o More than 2 people including me 
15. What was the price of this hotel room per day? 
o $ 5 0  o r  l e s s  
o $51-$75 
o $76-$100 
o $101-$125 
o $126-$150 
o More than $150 
16. How much money per day did you spend on all other expenses besides the cost of 
this hotel room? 
o $ 50 or less 
o $51-$75 
o $76-$100 
o $101-$125 
o $126-$150 
o More than $150 
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17. Please indicate who paid for this vacation trip? 
o Yourself 
o Your parents 
o Other. Please specify. 
18. Considering the price you paid for this room, how satisfied were you with the 
overall hotel room experience? 
o Not at all satisfied 
o Somewhat satisfied 
o Satisfied 
o Very satisfied 
Part 5 
Finally, please answer a few questions about yourself. 
18. What is your age? 
19. What is your gender? 
o Male 
o Female 
20. Please indicate your year/status in college: 
o Freshman 
o Sophomore 
o Junior 
o Senior 
o Master's student 
o PhD student 
21. Are you a U.S. citizen? 
o Yes 
o No 
22. What is your ethnicity? 
o Alaskan Native 
o American Indian 
o Asian/Pacific Islander 
o Black/African American 
o White/Caucasian 
o Hispanic/Latino 
o Prefer not to answer 
23. What is your marital status? 
o Married 
o Single 
24. Do you have children? 
o Yes 
o No 
25. How often did you stay at hotels during vacations over the past three years 
o 1-2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o More than 5 times 
o Not applicable 
102 
Please type in your ISU e-mail address to be included in the drawing for a 2 Gb i-Pod Nano: 
************************************************************************* 
Thank you for taking your time to complete this questionnaire! 
Your assistance in providing this information is highly appreciated. 
If there is anything else you would like to tell us about this survey, please e-mail the 
principal investigator at yul@iastate.edu. 
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Appendix B. Institutional Review Board Approval Letter 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY lnsLiluLioiia] Review Boari! Gïfiœ i)l Research Compliance 
Vice Provost for Research 
11 Pearson Hull 
Ames, Iowa 51)011-220J 
515 §^„4-456h 
FAX j 1 =; J.Q4 4Jt)7 
O l  S t ; l t :  N C E  A N D  T E C H N O L O G Y  
DATE: October 27, 2005 
TO: Yuliya Antonenko 
FROM: Human Subject Research Compliance Office 
RE: IRB ID # 05-455 
STUDY REVIEW DATE: October 25, 2005 
The Institutional Review Board has reviewed the project, "Activity-based value chain 
analysis for U.S. College Student Vacation Travelers' Hotel Room Experience" 
requirements of the human subject protections regulations as described in 45 CFR 
46.101(b)2. The applicable exemption category is provided below for your information. 
Please note that you must submit all research involving human participants for review by 
the IRB. Only the IRB may make the determination of exemption, even if you conduct a 
study in the future that is exactly like this study. 
The IRB determination of exemption means that this project does not need to meet the 
requirements from the Department of Health and Human Service (DHHS) regulations for 
the protection of human subjects, unless required by the IRB. We do, however, urge you to 
protect the rights of your participants in the same ways that you would if your project was 
required to follow the regulations. This includes providing relevant information about the 
research to the participants. 
Because your project is exempt, you do not need to submit an application for continuing 
review. However, you must carry out the research as proposed in the IRB application, 
including obtaining and documenting (signed) informed consent if you have stated in your 
application that you will do so or required by the IRB. 
Any modification of this research must be submitted to the IRB on a Continuation and/or 
Modification form, prior to making any changes, to determine if the project still meets the 
Federal criteria for exemption. If it is determined that exemption is no longer warranted, 
then an IRB proposal will need to be submitted and approved before proceeding with data 
collection. 
cc: AESHM 
Amit Sharma 
ORC 04-2 E04 
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Appendix C. Travel Patterns of Respondents (N=2,545) 
n % 
When was the last time you stayed at a hotel during your vacation? 
Spring 2006 964 38 
Winter 2005-2006 531 21 
Fall 2005 252 10 
Summer 2005 536 21 
None of the above 262 10 
Were you a college student at the time of your most recent vacation? 
Yes 2297 90 
No 248 10 
How long was this hotel stay? 
1-3 days 1752 69 
4-6 days 603 24 
7-9 days 152 6 
10 days or more 38 2 
How long was this hotel stay? 
In the USA 2307 91 
Outside the USA 238 9 
With whom did you travel? 
With family members 1009 40 
With friends 1094 43 
Alone 139 6 
Other 303 12 
With whom did you travel? 
Alone 170 7 
2 people including myself 1020 40 
More than 2 people including myself 1355 53 
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Appendix C (Continued). 
What was the price of this hotel room per day? n % 
$50 or less 192 8 
$51-$75 605 24 
$76-$ 100 785 31 
$101-$125 472 19 
$126-$150 239 9 
More than $150 252 10 
How much money per day did you spend on all other expenses besides 
the cost of this hotel room? 
$50 or less 1022 40 
$51-$75 563 22 
$76-$100 376 15 
$101-$125 178 7 
$126-$150 125 5 
More than $150 281 11 
Who paid for this vacation trip? 
Myself 1272 50 
My parents 711 28 
Other 562 22 
Considering the price you paid for this room, how satisfied were you 
with the overall hotel room experience? 
Not at all satisfied 66 3 
Somewhat satisfied 468 18 
Satisfied 1304 51 
Very satisfied 707 28 
How often did you stay at hotels during vacations over the past three 
1-2 times 549 22 
3-5 times 1020 40 
More than 5 times 941 37 
Not applicable 35 1 
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Appendix D. Summary of Frequency Tables for the Level of Importance of 
Room Attributes Across Room Activities 
Activity Room Attribute21 Median Mode Room Attribute21 Median Mode 
Overnight Cleanliness of sheets/linens 4 4 Extra blankets 2 2 
Sleeping Comfort of bed 3 3 Easy-to-set alarm clock 2 2 
Number of beds 3 3 Security peepholes 2 2 
Size of bed 3 3 Proximity to emergency exit 2 2 
Quality of sheets/linens 3 3 Proximity to elevator/stairs 2 2 
Quietness in room 3 3 Floor where room located 2 1 
Ease of controlling room 
temperature 3 3 Night light 1 1 
Secondary locking device 3 3 In-room safe 1 1 
Black-out curtains 3 2 
Dressing and Cleanliness of bathroom 4 4 Quality of bathroom toiletries 2 2 
Taking Care Physical condition of 
of Personal bathroom 4 4 Size of mirror 2 2 
Hygiene Towels changed daily 4 4 Size of counter space 2 2 
Quality of shower head 3 3 Bathroom layout 2 2 
Quality of lighting 3 3 Bathroom size 2 2 
Size of shower 3 3 Hangers available 
Dressing table with mirror 
2 2 
Quality of towels 3 3 and light 2 1 
Number of towels per guest 3 3 Hair dryer available 
Iron and ironing board 
2 1 
Bath toiletries changed daily 3 3 available 2 1 
Size of bathtub 2 2 Size of closet 2 1 
Bathroom design and decor 2 2 Bathrobe available 1 1 
Having a Refrigerator in room 3 3 Coffee-maker in room 2 1 
Meal/Snack Cups/glasses available 3 3 Microwave oven in room 2 1 
Easily accessible garbage cans 3 3 Mini bar in room 1 1 
Kitchenette 2 1 
Taking a Nap Cleanliness of sheets/linens 4 4 Black-out curtains 3 2 
During the Number of beds 3 3 Easy-to-set alarm clock 2 2 
Day Size of bed 3 3 Security peepholes 2 2 
Quality of sheets/linens 3 3 Extra blankets 2 2 
Comfort of bed 3 3 Proximity to emergency exit 2 2 
Secondary locking device 3 3 Proximity to elevator/stairs 2 2 
Quietness in room 3 3 Floor where room located 2 1 
Ease of controlling room 
temperature 3 3 In-room safe 1 1 
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Appendix D (Continued). 
Relaxing and Room cleanliness 4 4 Room design and decor 2 2 
Entertaining Non-smoking room 4 4 Room layout 2 2 
Physical condition of room 4 4 Window size 2 2 
Room size 3 3 Room view 2 2 
Comfort of furniture 3 3 Radio 2 1 
Quality of lighting 3 3 24-hour room service 2 1 
Quality of TV set 3 3 Free newspaper 2 1 
Premium cable channels 3 3 Pay-per-view programming 1 1 
Free local calls 2 3 DVDATIS check-out 1 1 
Phone directory 3 3 Videogames 1 1 
Exercising Room cleanliness 4 4 Number of towels per guest 3 3 
Towels changed daily 4 4 Room layout 2 2 
Ease of controlling room 
temperature 3 3 Space available for exercising 1 1 
Room size 3 3 Exercise equipment in room 1 1 
Working, Internet access in room 3 4 Placement of desk and chair 2 1 
Studying, Telephone with speaker 
Internet Number of electric outlets 3 3 phone 1 1 
Browsing Quality of lighting 3 3 Dual-line telephone 1 1 
Quality of desk chair 2 2 Voicemail 1 1 
Size of desk 2 2 
a Rating scale: l=Not at all important; 2 = Somewhat important; 3 = Important; 4 = Very important 
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Appendix E. Summary of Chi-Square Tests: Activity-Based Room 
Attributes Related to Satisfaction 
Activity Significant Room Attributea 
Overnight Sleeping Number of beds* * 
Size of bed* 
Quality of sheets/linens* 
Extra blankets* 
Ease of controlling in-room 
temperature* 
Black-out curtains* 
Night light* 
Easy-to-set alarm clock** 
Security peepholes* 
In -room safe* 
Proximity to emergency exit** 
Proximity to elevator/stairs** 
Floor where room located** 
Room design and décor* 
Non-smoking room* 
Quality of lighting* 
Comfort of furniture* 
Quality of TV set* 
Premium cable channels ** 
Pay-per-view programming** 
DVD/VHS check-out* 
Radio** 
Videogames* 
24-hour room service* 
Free newspaper** 
Free local calls*** 
Phone directory* 
Kitchenette*** 
Refrigerator ** 
Mini bar in room*** 
Cups/glasses available*4 
Internet access in room** 
Size of desk* 
Quality of desk chair* 
Placement of desk and chair* 
Quality of lighting* 
Number of electric outlets* 
Telephone with speaker phone** 
Dual-line telephone* 
Voicemail** 
Relaxing and Entertaining 
Having a meal/snack 
Working, studying, and Browsing the 
Internet 
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Appendix E (Continued). 
Activity Significant Room Attributea 
Dressing and Taking Care of Personal 
Hygiene 
Physical condition of bathroom ** 
Quality of lighting* 
Size of bathtub* 
Size of shower** 
Quality of towels** 
Number of towels per guest*** 
Bathrobe available* 
Quality of bathroom toiletries * 
Hair dryer available*** 
Iron and ironing board available* 
Dressing table with mirror and light** 
Size of closet* 
Bath toiletries changed daily** 
Towels changed daily** 
Taking a Nap Number of beds** 
Size of bed* 
Quality of sheets/linens* 
Extra blankets* 
Ease of controlling in-room 
temperature* 
Black-out curtains* 
Easy-to-set alarm clock** 
Security peepholes* 
In-room safe* 
Proximity to emergency exit** 
Proximity to elevator/stairs** 
Floor where room located** 
Exercising Space available for in-room 
exercising*** 
Number of towels per guest*** 
Towels changed daily** 
Ease of controlling room temperature4 
Significance levels: * p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.1 
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Appendix F. Summary of Directional and Symmetric Measures of 
Association: Room Attributes Associated with Satisfaction 
Activity Attribute Somers'd3 Kendall's tau-
ba 
Kendall's 
tau-ca 
Gamma3 
Value Value Value Value 
Sleeping Comfort of bed 0.05** 0.05** 0.04** 0.07** 
Extra blankets: -0.05* -0.06* -0.05* -0.09* 
Night light: -0.08* -0.08* -0.06* -0.13* 
Easy-to-set alarm clock: -0.03*** -0.03*** -0.03*** -0.05*** 
Security peepholes: -0.04** -0.04** -0.03** -0.06** 
In-room safe: -0.04** -0.04** -0.03** -0.06** 
Proximity to emergency exit: -0.05* -0.05* -0.04* -0.07* 
Proximity to elevator/stairs: -0.05* -0.05* -0.05* -0.08* 
Floor where room located: -0.06* -0.06* -0.05* -0.10* 
Napping Comfort of bed: 0.05** 0.05** 0.04** 0.07** 
Extra blankets: 
-0.05* -0.06* -0.05* -0.09* 
Easy-to-set alarm clock: 
-0.03*** -0.03*** -0.03*** -0.05** 
Security peepholes: 
-0.04** -0.04** -0.03** -0.06** 
In-room safe: 
-0.04** -0.04** -0.03** -0.06** 
Proximity to emergency exit: 
-0.05* -0.05* -0.04* -0.07* 
Proximity to elevator/stairs: 
-0.05* -0.05* -0.05* -0.08* 
Floor where room located: 
-0.06* -0.06* -0.05* -0.10* 
Dressing Cleanliness of bathroom: 0.04** 0.05** 0.03** 0.09** 
Physical condition of bathroom 0 06* 0.05* 0.04* 0.09* 
Bathrobe available: 
-0.06* -0.06* -0.04* -0.10* 
Quality of bathroom toiletries 
-0.03*** -0.04*** -0.03*** -0.05*** 
Having a Kitchenette: -0.03** -0.03** -0.03** -0.05** 
meal/snack Microwave oven in room: 
-0.03*** -0.04*** -0.03*** -0.05*** 
Mini bar in room: 
-0.04** -0.04** -0.03** -0.07** 
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Appendix F (Continued). 
Relaxing and Room design and décor: 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 
Entertaining Room cleanliness: 0.04*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.07*** 
Non-smoking room: 0 06* 0.05* 0.04* 0 09* 
Physical condition of room (good 0.05** 0.05** 0.04** 0.08** 
maintenance and upkeep): 
Quality of TV set: 
-0.04** -0.04** -0.03** -0.06** 
Premium cable channels 
-0.04** -0.04** -0.04** -0.06** 
Pay-per-view programming: 
-0.09* -0.08* -0.06* -0.14* 
DVD/VHS check-out: 
-0.07* -0.07* -0.06* -0.12* 
Radio: 
-0.06* -0.06* -0.05* -0.10* 
Videogames: 
-0.10* -0.08* -0.05* -0.16* 
24-hour room service: 
-0.04** -0.05** -0.04** -0.07** 
Free newspaper: 
-0.03*** -0.03*** -0.03*** -0.05*** 
Free local calls: 
-0.04** -0.04** -0.04** -0.06** 
Exercising Room cleanliness: 0.04*** 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.07*** 
Space available for in-room 
-0.06* -0.06* -0.04* -0.10* 
exercising: 
Exercise equipment in room: 
-0.07* -0.05* -0.04* -0.11* 
Working, Internet access in room: 
-0.04** -0.04** -0.04** -0.06** 
Studying, and Size of desk: 
-0.03*** -0.04*** -0.03*** -0.05*** 
browsing the 
Internet 
Placement of desk and chair: 
-0.04** -0.04** -0.03** -0.06** 
Telephone with speaker phone: -0.07* -0.06* -0.05* -0.11* 
Dual-line telephone: 
-0.08* -0.07* -0.05* -0.13* 
Voicemail: 
-0.06* -0.05* -0.04* -0.09* 
a Significance levels: * p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.1 
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Appendix G. Summary Statistics of Likelihood Ratio Tests for Overall 
Model" 
Activity Model Fit Goodness-of-Fit Pseude R-Square 
%2 Sig. %2 Sig. Negelkerke 
Overnight Sleeping 137.67 0.00 1692.98 0.24 0.07 
Dressing and Taking Care of Personal 
Hygiene 
102.24 0.00 243.18 0 59 0.05 
Having a Meal/Snack 71.09 0.00 45.62 0.45 0.04 
Exercising 9143 0.00 246.33 0 06 0.05 
Relaxing and Entertaining 148.28 0.00 1569.23 0.78 0.08 
Taking a nap 137.67 0.00 1692.98 0.24 0.07 
a Results of the models in final iterations 
Appendix H. Summary Statistics of Likelihood Ratio Tests for Individual 
Parameters: Effects of Room Attributes on Satisfaction " 
Activity Significant Parameter Estimates Sig. Level 
Overnight Sleeping ComfortBed 0 08 
SizeBed 0.00 
Quality Sheets 0.00 
Safe 0.02 
Dressing and Taking Care of SizeBathtub 0.01 
Personal Hygiene QulaityToilethes 0.03 
Having a Meal/Snack Minibar 0.05 
Exercising ControlTemp 0.01 
RoomClean 0.07 
Relaxing and Entertaining Nonsmoking 0.01 
Lighting 0.00 
ComfortFurniture 0.02 
PhoneOirectory 0.00 
Taking a nap ComfortBed 0 08 
SizeBed 0.00 
Quality Sheets 0.00 
Safe 0.02 
a Results of the last iteration models 
Appendix I. Summary of MLR Likelihood Ratio Tests for Individual 
Parameters: Effects of Amount of Time Spent on Activities on Satisfaction 
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variable Model Fit 
Chi-Squarea 
Pseudo-R2 
Negelkerke 
Satisfaction Amount of time spent sleeping overnight 0.00 0.07 
Dressing and Taking Care of Personal Hygiene 0.00 0.05 
Having a meal/snack 0.00 0.04 
Exercising 0.00 0.05 
Taking a Nap 0.00 0.07 
Relaxing and Entertaining 0.00 0 08 
Working, Studying, and Internet Browsing 0.00 0 08 
a Significance levels: * p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.1 
